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PREFACE

In FY 1981, the U.S. Office of Refugee Resettlement awarded a contract to
the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory to study the extent and effect
of Eglish language training for refugees. The study is comprised of three
phases: (1) a sail-survey of English language training programs, (2) an
on-site review of a sample of programs and (3) the measurement of adult
refugees' acquisition of English as it relates to vauious sixes of language
training and employment.

This report preients the results of the first phase of the study, a
comprehensive mail survey, concerning the proviSion of English language
training for refugees. Three questionnaires were used, each targeted to a
different level of the service delivery system: one for the ten regional
offices of the U.S. Office of Refugee Resettlement, one for the 52 state-level
agencies which administer the refugee resettlement program and one for the 327
local service providers which directly deliver refugee English language
training using ORR funds. The survey was conducted in the Spring of 4982 and
ftcuses upon the extent, nature, quality and cost of English language training

. during federal fiscal years 1981 and 1982.

The report consists of four parts. The first section presents an overview
of the survey's rationale and purpose. The second section provides .a brief
summary of the survey methodology and re e rate. Detailed survey
procedures are described in Appendix R. e third section presents and
discusses the survey findings and the final section offers interpretations and
recommendations. An executive sammary has been produced under separate cover.

The report reflects the cul:mlnation of an enormous cooperative effort on
the part of individuals and agencies at the local, state and federal levels.
We would like to thank the advisory consultants who assisted with the
development of the questionnaires: Joyce Wilson, Jim Pullen, Jerry Burns,
Thomas Gilligan and Tom Dieterich. The dedicated assistance of 1JREL staff
Mary Cohn, Bill Badley, Susan Barfield and Charline Nemeth is also
noteworthy. The collaboration and assistance of each and every one of these
individuals is sincerely appreciated.

Stephen Roder
Steven Nelson
Judy Arter
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A Study of the intent and Effect of English Language

Training for Refugees

Phase I: Comprehensive Nail Survey

I

Overview of the Survey

A. Background,

The U. S. Office of Refugee Resettlement (0Ra) provides funding to

the 6.atas to provide a broad range of social services intended to help

refugees achieve self-sufficiency as quickly as possible. In addition to

English language trainin, a variety of other services are provided under

the refugee resettlement\program, including career counseling, vocational

training, translation services, child care and job development.- Services

are provided by states both through purchase-of-service contracts with

local contractors and by public social service agencies.

The rapid achievement Of economic self-sufficiency has been

established as the primary goal of refugee resettlement by the Refugee Act

of 1980. Both employment 'Services and English language training are

considered vital in promoting refugee self-sufficiency. The lack of

English proficiency, in particular; is often identified as the major

barrier to ielf-sufficiency. Service Delivery Assessments conducted by

the Office of the Inspector General of the Department of Health and Susan

Services question whether these services are effectively promoting the

goal. of self-sufficiency.

As part of the Office of Refugee Resettlement's effort to gather

information about the effectiveness of these services and the process of

refugee resettlement, contracts were awarded in FY 81 for studies of



refugee attainment of self -sufficiency, the effectiveness of English

language training for refugees, implementation of the matching grant

approach to resettlement assistance and the state coordinators'

administration of the refugee program.

The present study is ORR's first attempt to obtaip a comprehensive

picture of the English language training activities supported under the

refugee resettlement program. The need for the study derives both from

ORR's role in funding English language trainingby far the largest source

of funds for Ehglish language programsand from the crucial role of

English lanuage training in the resettlement program. It has been widely

felt that learning English is the sine qua non of effective resettlement.

ORR's obligation is both to understand the extent, nature and effect of

the English language training activities and to help improve the quality

of the English language training provided under the refegee resettlement

program. Section 412(a) of the Refugee Act of 1980 requires that the

Office of Refugee Resettlement conduct evaluations of the effectiveness of

the programs it funds (7(A)) and collect data on the services provided and

the re3ults achieved (7(C)).

B. Purpose

The Stud of the Extent and Effect of Et 112hLdwaltzukial_km

Refugees is designed to characteeize the extent, nature, quality and coat

of English language training being provided to refugees through the

refugee resettlement program. The study will also attempt to ascertain

tee most effective approaches to English Language training, particularly

for Southeast Asian refugees with little prior exposure to English,

Western.culture or classroom instruction.



The study consists of three phases. The firEt phase is a

comprehensive sail survey of ORR-funded service providers. The second and

third phases provide a more detailed look at a sample of English language

training program* and the measurement of refugee language acquisition.

This report concerns only the first phase of the study, the

comprehensive mail survey. The purpose of the first phase is to collect

information concerning the English language training programs funded by

ORR for refugee adults. A mail survey of three respondent groups was

conducted to gather descriptive and qualitative information regarding

(1) the extent, nature and cost of ORR-funded Englih language training

programs across the nation and (2) successful models and program designs

for English language training.

The specific questions addressed by the survey are outlined below:

zmis Study Question

EIIIILLAUSLISIAIIIUILISIVIRLa_M2Aat
.Training for Refugees

1. What is the nature and
background of English
language training service
providers?

2. Mat are the major
functions which local
service providers perform?

3. What services are
available to adult
refugees from these
programs?

4. Are priorities established
for English language
instruction?

5. Is English language
training tailored to
refugees?

F. Is student entry into
English language training
programs prioritized?



The Resources and Costs'' Involved in
English Language Training for Refugees

The Characteristics of Refugees
Engaged in English Language Training

Factors Relating to, Program
Quality and Success

4

7. Sow are English language
training programs staffed?

8. Bow large are the
ORR-funded refugee English
language training programs?

9. What is the intensity of
English language
instruction for refugee
adults?

10. What major factors tend to
differentiate refugee
English language training
programs?

1. What sources of funds are
devoted to English
language training for
refugees?

2. Sow are resources
allocated from the state
level to the local level?

3. Sow are funds used by
English language training
programs?

How many refugees are
receiving English language
training?

2. What are the
characteristics of the
refugee students?

3. What factors influence
refugee participation in
English language training?

1. What evidence is available
concerning program
performance?

14



To what extent have
English language training
programs demonstrated
their effectiveness?

3. What program
characteristics are
perceived to be related to
program performance?

4. Seat program improvement
efforts have been
implemented?

5



II

SURVEY PROCEDURES AND RESPONSE DATA

The purpose of the mail survey is to collect a range of programmatic

and cost information on the English language training programs which

receive ORR funds in order to determine their extent, cost, quality and

effects. Since the study is concerned with the extent of services in the

nation, a census rather than sample approach was used. The survey

addressed three respondent groups, representing the three levels of

refugee program administration (l) the ten Regional offices of ORR,

(2) the 52 state coordinator offices which administer ORR funds and

services including Guam and the District of Columbia, and (3) the 327

service providers which directly provide English language training to

adult refugees.*

Questionnaires were designed for each of the three respondent

groups. The questionnaires included items unique to each group, as well

as a number of common elements for comparative purposes. The most

detailed programmatic information was requested from the local service

providers, whereas more general administrative information was requested

in the state and regional questionnaires. The local service provider,

state coordinator and ORR regional office questionnaires are presented in

Appendix A, B and C, respectively.

*This number is an approximation, based upon information available for English
language training programs which were ORR-funded in FY 1581 and/or FY 1982.

7



The mail survey provided information about English language training

programs for refugees in 43 states. Questionnaires were returned by eight

regional offices, 35 state coordinators and 232 local service providers.

The response rates for the various groups are presented below in Table 1.

Group

Table 1

NSF RATES OF SURVEY RECIPIENTS

Regional off es.

State coordinators 52
Local service p6sviA!!d -327

Total 389

Number Returned Percent Returned

8 SO%

36 69%

232 71%

276 71%

The proportion of local service providers returning the survey

questionnaire varies from state to state. Response rates varied from zero

percent to 100 percent. Table 2 provides a summary of the number of local

service providers in each state, and the survey response rate for each

state. Six states and territories had local service provider return rates

of less than 50 percent. When the refugee populations for these areas

were totalled, the total population represents less than six percent of

the national refugee population. On the other hand, the overall return

rate for the :fifteen states having the largest refugee populations-- -

containing roughly 80 percent of the national refugee population--was 70%,

reflecting a relatively substantial representation for these sites. Thus,

the survey is considered to be quite representative of refugee English

language training programs, since the response rate was substantial for

those areas having large concentrations of refugees.

17
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A Lilow-up was conducted of agencies not responding to the survey

questionnaires. The primary reasons for not returning the surveys

included (1) the amount of time required to complete the survey and

limitations of staff to compile the information required,

GO knowledgeable staff members who could respond to the survey were no

longer employed by the agency, and (3) the survey was lost in the mail.

In a few instances, negative reactions to the study were encountered

because of the policy and funding issues taking effect at the time of the

survey. Eowever4;in the vast majority of the cases, the study was well

received by thi respondents and man-response bias did hot appear to have a

major influence on the results.

The thirty-six questionnaires returned by state coordinators

re'p resent areas having slightly more than half of the refugee population

in the nation. However, return*,were not received from two states which

have very large refugee populations, together containing nearly one -third

of the national refugee population. Therefore, the state coordinators'

survey results do not necessarily represent states with,the largest

refugee populations. Although the survey attempted a complete census of

all agencies dealing with refugee English language training, the exclusion

of non-respondents and non-MR-fumded providers limits presentation of

results td national and state-wide averages, rather than totals.

91G



Table 2

SURVEY RESPONSE RATES OF LWAL SEWICE PROVIDERS, BY STATE

State
Number of

Cases Returned
-Total. Number
of Provi.itors

Alabama 6 6

Alaska 0 0

Arizona 2 2

Arkansas S 6

California 25 35
Colorado 4 5

Connecticut 2 2

Delaware 0 0

District of Columbia 2 3

Florida 6 11

Georgia 1 2

Guam 0 1

Hawaii 0 2

Idaho 3 4

Illinois 16 21

Indiana 0 1
Iowa 0 2

Kansas 3 5

Kentucky 3 3

Louisiana 3 4

Maine 1 2

Maryland 5 7

Massachusetts 9 10

Michigan , 7 7

Minnesota 17 28

Mississippi 1 1

Missouri 2 3

Montana 2 2

Nebraska 5 7

Nevada I 1

New Hampshire 1 1

New Jersey 5 6

New Mexico 1 ,1

New York 7 13

North Carolina 2 2

North Dakota 8 11
Ohio 6 8',

Oklahoma 3 . 3\

Oregon 9 11

Pennsylvania 8 3.0

Puerto Rico 0 0

Rhode Island 2 4

South Carolina 6 7

South Dakota 0 1

1J
10

Return Rate

100%
--
100%
83%
71%

80%.

1008
--

67%
55%
50%
0%

0%
75%

76%
cm
0%
60%

100%
75%
50%
71%
90%

100%,
61%

100%
67%

100%
71%

100%
100%
83%

100%
54%

100%
67*

75%
100%
82%
80%
INER

50%
86%
Ot



Table 2
Continued

State
NUmber of

Cases Returned
Total Number
of Providers Return Rate

Tennessee 3 5 60%
Texas 5 9 56%
Utah 14 19 74%
Vermont 1 .a.' 100%
Virginia 2 4 50%
Washington 17 24 71%
West Virginia 0 0. -..

Wisconsin- 0 2 0%
ing 1 1 100%

232 327 71%



III

Study Findings

In the text of this report, the term "refugee refers to those

individuals included in the Refugee Act of 1980 as well as Haitian and

Cuban entrants. English language training refers to those services and

programs which emphasize the instruction of the English language,

vocational or prevocational :English training, as well as those guidance

and support services which are an integral part of such instruction. The

survey focuses upon those English language training programs and services

which were at least partially supported by funds appropriated to the U. S.

Office of Refugee Resettlement for refugee social services during either

federal fiscal year 1981 or 1982.

The survey results are primarily based upon the responses of the 232

local service providers completing the survey questionnaire. These

results have been augmented where appropriate by the information collected

in the state and regional surveys.

The findings are presented in four major sections:

A. Nature and Extent of English Language Training for Refugees, which
describes the characteristics of the local service providers and
their programs.

B. Resources and Costs Involved in English Language Training for
Refugees, which explores the sources of dollars and manner in which
funds are devoted to refugee English language training.

C. Characteristics of Refugees Engaged in English Language Training,
which describes the number and background of refugees enrolled in
English language training programs.

D. Factors Relating to Program Quality and Success, which explores,a
variety of information on program performance and outcomes.



Each of the four sections is organized into two parts. Each section

begins with a synopsis of the major study findings relating to the topic.

The second part of each section considers the specific findings in terms

of the related study questions. To facilitate inspection of questionnaire

wording, the reader La directed to specific items by codes within the body

of the text. The letters R, S and Is, designating the regional, state and

local surveys are followed by additional codes for the section, item

nuaber and subcategory within the questionnaires. For example, (LC3a)

refers to item 3a within Section C of the local survey questionnaire.

Where tables are presented, the "le count reflects the number of valid

responses to the survey item. The response rate will vary from item to

item.

Conclusions and recommendations drawn from the survey findings may be

found in Chapter IV.

14
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A. The Nature and Extent of English Language Training for Refugees,

About one -half of the ORRpfunded English language training programs

for refugees are based in secondary school adult education programs and

community colleges. The remaining programs are housed, within a wide range

of public and private nonprofit organizations. About tr-thirds of the

agencies are educational institutions, while the other one -third could be

characterized as multi-service community organizations. About .

three-fifths of all local service providers are from the public sector.

Most of the organizations are multi-purpose in their mission, largely

engaged in bean resource development. Two-thirds of these organizations

historically provided English language training prior to ORR funding.

Nearly all feel that they continue to serve their original clientele

successfully and that ORR funding has enhanced the overall quality of

their programs. Most programs provide a range of support services to

adult refugees beyond English language training. The pattern of services

has remained stable except in the area of transportation and

translation/interpretation, which have, declined somewhat. Currently most

(6O) local service providers' primary clientele are refugees, which

accounts for the wide range of resettlement/support services provided to

refugees by these programs.

State coordinators, who administer the EngIich language training

programs direct funds primarily for survival English training. Priority

is also given by the states to meeting. employment-related goals for adult

refugee training, but at the local level program goals tend to stress

literacy and cultural orientation. Survival English and employment goals

are shared by both state coordinators and local service providers.

15



Considering the goals and services, local service providere tend to view

English language training broadly, as an enculturation process, whereas

state coordinators view such instruction more narrowly, as training which

leads directly to employment.

More than two-thirds of the programs do not tailor their English

language training to a specific kind of adult refugee, such as those who

are non-literate. Where differentiation does occur, the refugee student's

level of English, previous literacy, and academic and employment status

are the most important factors.

Admissions priorities for refugee training are in effect in a

majority of the states, primarily in the 15 states with the greatest

population of refugees. Recency of arrival and eligibility for public

assistance are the moat commonly used admission criteria. Nearly all

states impose time limits on refugee participation in English language

training --an average of about 13.5 months. At the local level, similar

priorities are also imposed by those programs, again primarily in the 15

most impacted states.

English language training programs are most often staffed by

part-time personnel. Part-time teachers make up the largest segment (40%)

of all paid positions in the programs. Volunteers are also used in about

one-half of the programs. Student-teacher ratios average 15:1. Bilingual

personnel work in more than three-fourths of the programs, usually as

aides and counselors. Despite the extensive use of bilingual staff, a low

priority is given to bilingual instruction by most programs.

About one-half of the programs have educational and experiential

qualifications for their instructional staff. Where differences exist

between requirements for full time and part-time staff, qualifications for

24
16



part-time teachers generally equal. or exceed those for full time

teachers. English language teachers are generally expected to hold a

baccalaureate degree and teaching certificate and have one year of

relevant experience.

Frograms provide English language training at one to three locations,

enrolling an average of 177 refugees during FY 1982, down somewhat from

the previous year. During March 1982, programs generally offered six

parallel sections each of four instructional levels.

Classes usually run three hours per day, four days per week over a

15-week term, comprising about 160 hours of instruction per course. Most

courses enroll refugee adults exclusively. English language training

programs had an average refugee enrollment of 87 adults in March 1982.

A factor analysis of reported characteristics of English language

training programs for refugees identified four major dimensions which

differentiate programs--program size, emphasis upon employment, degree of

service coordination and linkage, and emphasis upon vocational English as

a second language.

1. What is the nature and
background of English
language training service
providers?

Laical. service providers were asked (LA2)
to identify the nature of their
organization. Table 3 provides a
summary of local service providers'
organizational type. Most agencies are
high school adult education and community
college institutions. These two
organizational types encompass nearly
half of all agencies.



Table 3

SUMMARY OP LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS, EY ORGANIZATIONAL TYPE
(n mg 231)

Type of Organization Percent of Respondents

Secondary school adult education programs 26.1

Community colleges 23.0
Voluntary agencies and resettlement agencies 14.6

Other nonprofit agencies 13.7
Vocational-technical schools 10.6
Universities and colleges 3.5

Other type of agency 8.5

A wide variety of agencies make up the
remaining half of the local service
providers. They include volags and
resettlement agencies, mutual assistance
associations (MAAs) , churches, CETA prime
sponsors, vocational-technic e schools,
city, county and state public agencies,
four-year institutions of higher ecacationo
and private nonprofit service groups.

Basically, the organizations which provide
English language training for refugees fall
into two categories: educational
institutions, (such as public schools,
community colleges, universities and
vocational-technical schools, which make up
about two-thirds of the organizations), and
multi-service agencies, (such as
resettlement agencies, community service
organizations, churches, mutual assistance
agencies and public agencies).

Another way of looking at the organizational
configuration of the local service providers
is to compare the proportion of agencies in
the public and private sectors. About
three-fifths of the agencies are public,
whereas two-fifths are private. Most of the
organizations from the private sector are
nonprofit. Thus, a substantial segment of
refugee English language training is being
done in the private sector.
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2. What are the major
functions which local
service providers perform?

State coordinators were asked to identify
which organizations are eligible to apply
for ORR money to provide refugee English
language training (SC3). Nearly all (85%)
of the responding states permit private
nonprofit agencies to apply, 79% permit
public institutions to apply, and 64.7%-

accept applications from other state
agencies. Less than one-third (29%) of the
responding states utilize either sole-source
procurement procedures or profit-making
organizations for English language
training. A combination of requests for
proposals or bids (SC4) are used by more
than three-fourths (76%) of the states for
procurement of services. Unsolicited
proposals and cabcontractors are used by the
remaining respondents.

Local programs were asked to identify the
primary services which they provide (LA3).
Most of the 232 respondents indicated that
their agencies perform several primary
functions. Table 4 lists the primary
functions identified by the local service
providers receiving ORR funds. Local
service provider respondents- were also asked
if their institutions had historically been
involved in English language training prior
to refugee- targeted funding (LC5). FUlly

Table 4

PRIMARY FUNCTIONS OP LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDER ORGANIZATIONS
(n 232)

PUnction Percent of Resnemdents*

Language training 89.2
Counseling 71.6
Cultural orientation 69.0
Job placement services 58.2
Adult basic education 56.5
Vocational training 50.0
Testing and placement services 49.1
Academic preparation 47.8
Resettlement services 26.7

*Respondents could name more than one response category
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3. What services are
available to adult
refugees from these
programs?

two-thirds (68.1%) of the 232 respondents
indicated that English language training had
been provided by their organization in the
past. Of the local service providers who
had not provided English language training
in the past, 74 percent now serve refugees
almost exclusively. Forty two percent of
the programs which had been operated in the
past now serve refugees exclusively.
Programs which have come into operation
since the onset of ORR funding are
significantly more likely to'serve refugees
as their primary clientele. Furthermore,
essentially all (97.4) of the respondents
indicated that they have continued to serve
their original clientele population after
the onset of refugee language training
funds.. Most (87.1%) also feel that the
initiation of funding targeted for refugee
language training has enhanced the overall
quality of their English language training
program. Thus, most organizations have had
prior exper Ice in language training, have
continued primary mission and feel
that refugee training funds benefit their
programs as a whole.

Respondents identified all services prove :fed

to adult refugees (not just the primary ones
noted above) in another item (LA6). Three
major analyses of their responses were
conducted. First, service mix was compared
for local service providers over a two-year
riod--FY 81 and FY 82--to determine if
fugee services are changing. The

responses of 214 English language training
programs which operated in both years were
compared. Only two forms of service
varied. A slight decline in the number of
programs rmoviding transportation (6%) and
translation services (7%) was noted. Thus,

by and large, the mix of service available
to refugees has been relatively stable.

The second analysis examines the major kinds
of services currently available to
refugees. Table 5 outlines the percentage
of programs which provide the various
services to adult refugees.
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Table 5

PERCENTAGE OP ENGLISH LANGUAGE TRAINING PROGRAMS PROVIDING
VARIOUS ADULT REFUGEE SERVICES IN PT 82

(n 224)

Service Percent of Respondents

English as a second language 96.0*
Orientation 75.0
Intake and assessment 72.8
Career counseling 68.3
Prevocational training 63.4
Translation/ interpretation 62.9
Job placement 59.8
Social adjustment 58.5
Outreach/referral 58.0
Sealth care provision or referral 54.0
k,cational training 45.1
Transportation 40.2
Same management f 37.9
Sousing referral 34.8
Child care 24.6
Mental health counseling 24.1
Sponsor training 21.4
Legal assistance 13.8
Other services 25.4

More than half of the local programs provide
a range of direct services to adult
refugees: The average number of services
named per program is 9.7. Most programs
provide direct, client-centered services;
such as translation, orientation, referral,
job placement and prevocational. train/mi.
Less than half of the programs provide
ancillary services, such as child care,
sponsor training and home management.
One-fourth of the programs noted other
services,' primarily refugee advocacy,
immigration, resettlement and emergency
assistance, and survival skills.

The third analysis of the information
examines the relationship between overall
institutional function (Table 4) and
services provided specifically to refugees
(Table 5).

*The percentage of English language training programs providing ESL is not 100
percent, since English language training may be provided only as an adjunct to
other services listed in the Table.



4. Are priorities
established for
English language
instruction?

The range and mix of services does not vary
significantly with institutional functions.
The probable reason for this lack of
variation is that the local agencies
currently serve refugees as their major
client population. When local service
providers identified the percentage of their
clientele which is refuges (LA4), 213
respondents indicated that refugees were the
exclusive clientele for 42% of the
programs. The remaining 58% of the programs
do not serve refugees exclusively--refugees
constitute an average of 35% of the
clientele for these programs. This
distribution of clientele did not change
from FY 81 to FY 82.

State coordinators' responses to two items
indicate that priorities were established
for English language training. First, state
coordinators were asked how funds are
targeted to specific kinds of English
language training for refugees (SC2).
Fifty -six percent of the respondents
indicated that funds arm directed toward
specific types of language training. The
most commonly targeted type of training is
survival English, which also tends to
receive the greatest proportion of funds.
Vocational English is the second most
frequently targeted training followed by
specific. employment-related English.
Orientation training is also targeted by a
small number of states.

A second item in the state questionnaire
focuses on the relative emphasis given to
various language and employment services for
refugees (SCS). Of the 35 state agencies
responding to this item, 83% indicated that
their state specifies priorities for refugee
English language training goals. The
relative emphasis given by states to various
service priorities is summarized in Table 6.

22

30



Table 6

PERCENTAGE OF STATES GIVING HEAVY EMPHASIS TO VARIOUS
REFUGEE ENGLISH LANGUAGE TRAINING SERVICES

Service Goal N
Percent of States Giving

Heavy Emphasis

Employment 29 93.1
Survival English 30 83.3
Job services 28 60.7
Job-specific English 27 29.6
Vocational English 25 28.0
Cultural orientation 28 21.4
Bilingual orientation 27 11.1
Literacy training 28 3.6

Employment and functional English were reported
to be heavily emphasized by most states. As a
point of interest, no states responding give
heavy emphasis to the reading and writing of
English. States gave high priority to those
services believed to be most closely associated
with refugee self-sufficiencyemployment and
oral language.

Local English language training programs were
asked a parallel question about the relative
emphasis given to these various instructional
goals (LEL). Table 7 provides a summary of
program priorities for English language
instruction.

Table 7

LOCAL SERVICE PRCNIDERS ' EMPHASES
ON VARIOUS INSTRUCTIONAL GOALS

Percent of Local Service
Providers Giving Heavy

Instructional Goal N EmRhasis

Survival English
Employment
Cultural orientation
Reading/writing English
Literacy Training
Job services
Vocational English
Job-specific English
Bilingual orientation

23

223 91.0
217 52.1
218 45.0
223 40.4
217 40.1
207 37.7
220 37.3
218 24.3
205 12.7
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5. Is English language
training tailored to
the specific needs
of refugees?

The instructional priorities of the state
coordinators and their local service
providers apparently differ. Although
survival English and employment are
emphasized by both, the state coordinators
give more emphasis to job services,
job-specific English and vocational English,
whereas local programs place more emphasis
on basic literacy training, reading and
writing English, and cultural orientation.
This difference suggests that the path to
refugee self-sufficiency is viewed quite
differently at the state and local levels.
Local agencies tend to view language
instruction as a broad process of
enculturation rather than as a narrow
training program leading directly to
emplcyment.

Local service providers were asked to
indicate if their English language training
programs are particularly well-suited to a
specific segment of the refugee population
(LC6) . TWowthirOS (68.9%) of the 225
respondents indicated that to the contrary,
their programs were designed for the general
adult refugee population. The remaining
one-third of the programs are directed
toward refugees of a specific ethnicity,
literacy level or language ability level.

Local programs were also asked to rate the
importance of various refugee student
characteristics in differentiating
instruction (LC4). Table 8 lists those
factors rated by local programs as being
very important in differentiating English
language instruction for individual refugees.
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Table 8

LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS' USE OP VARIOUS STUDENT
CHARACTERISTICS IN PLANNING INSTRUCTION

Student Characteristics

Present level of English
Literacy
Academic/vocational level
Employment status
age
Ethnicity
Se

6. Is student entry into
English language
training programs
prioritized?

222
227
219
221
_223

220
222

Percent of Programs Rating
as Very Important

83.8
67.0
33.3
20.4
5.8
2.7
0.9

The most important factors considered by
local service providers focus on the
educational background of the learner- -level.
of English, literacy and academic level.
Age, ethnicity and sex are considered to be
secondary factors (which are strongly
related to educational background among
refugees). Apparently, most local service
providers attempt to differentiate their
courses according to refugee student
characteristics, even though their programs
as a whole are designed to serve the entire
adult refugee population.

State coordinators were asked to identify
elements of state policy which establish
admissions priorities governing refugees'
entry into English language training
programs (S21). Nearly two-thirds (61.1%)
of the 36 coordinators responding indicated
that state policies prioritize refugee
admissions into English language training
programs. Table 9 summarizes the most
common state priorities for student
admissions.
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Table 9

STATE PRIORITIES FOR REFUGEES'
ADMISSION INTO ENGLISH LANGUAGE TRAINING

Criteria Percent of States

New arrivals 81.8

Eligibility for public assistance 59.1

Employment status* 45.5

Bead of household/primary wage earner 40.9
Other 45.5

Recency of arrival and eligibility for
public assistance are the most common
admissions criteria. Nearly half of the
respondents mentioned ether criteria. Two
of these additional criteria are in common
use - -level of English proficiency and
receipt of public assistance. Among the 15
states-having the most refugees,** 10 of 13
respondents (77%) have admissions
priorities. Thus, a somewhat greater
proportion of states with the largest
refugee populations use admissions
priorities.

State coordinators were also asked if they
limit the amount of English language
-training which a refugee may receive under
refugee resettlement support (S112). Of the
15 state coordinators responding to this
item, nearly all (86.70 indicated that time
limits are set. The limit ranges from 6 to
36 months among the states, with a median of
13.5 months. It is not known if local
service providers rigidly conform to these
limits.

*Unemployed/underemployed

**As of May 31, 1982, ORR identified these states as California, Colorado,
Florida, Illinois, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, New York,

Oregon, Pennsylvania, Texas, Virginia, Washington and Wisconsin. Results for

these 15 states were tabulated separately and compared to results to the

nation as a whole for a number of other variables. In most cases, the results

did not differ. ',however, these results are presented in Appendix F.
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Local English language training programs
were asked a parallel question (LC3) about1
priorities for refugees' admissions into
their pragrams. Of the 223 programs
responding, 44.4% indicated that refugee
student eligibility for admissions to
English language training programs are
prioritised. Of the 110 responding programs
in the IS states. with the largest refugee
populations, 77.3% use admissions
priorities, a substantially greater
proportion than programs as a whole.

Table I0 displays programs' use of various
admissions criteria.

Table 10

LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS CRITERIA FOR REFUGEES'
ADMISSiONINTO ENGLISE LANGUAGE TRAINING

(n 223)

Criterion percent of Programs*

New arrivals 74.5
Bead of household 65.3
Employment status 60.2
Eligibility for 57.1
public assistance

*Percentages do not add to 100 since programs may use several admissions
priorities.

7. sow are refugee English
language training
programs staffed?

Local service providers were asked to list
the number and nature of current staff
positions in their refugee English language
training programs (LD1). Table 11 displays
the proportion of paid staff in various
positions and compensation in status:
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Table 11

USE OF PAID ENGLISH LANGUAGE TRAINING PROGRAM STAFF
IN VARIOUS POSITIONS

(n = 210)

Staff Position Full Time
Compensation Status

Part-Time Total

Administrator . 4.8 1.0 5.8
Teacher 16.7 40.0 56.7
Instructional aide 2.4 9.5 11.9

Tutor 0.5 2.8 3.3
Clerical 2.3 4.3 6.6
Special services 6.2 5.7 11.9

Other 1.0 2.8 3.8'

Total 33.9 66.1 100

By and large, the greatest percentage of
program staff are teachers, occupying well
over half of the paid positions (56.7%).
Instructional aides and special services
staff together hold nearly one-fourth of the
positions, with 11.9% each. About
two-thirds (66.1%) of all paid positions are
part-time, with part-time teachers
representing 40% of all staff.

Most teachers (71%) are employed on a
part-time basis. Cray special services and
administrative positions are commonly full
time, whereas all other positions are
predominately part-time.

Forty-six percent of the local service
providers also noted the use of volunteers
in their programs. When paid and volunteer
positions are considered together, 39% of
all program staff are volunteers. Further,
these volunteer positions are predominately
instructional in nature. Sixty-two percent
(62%) of the volunteers serve as tutors,
18.6% as teachers and 8.6% as aides.

The medi- lelident-teacher ratio (.E2)
reported by tilt; lor!al se, ce providers is
15:1. Reported ratios rang,I from 1:1 to
41:1, but typically are in the range of one
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teacher for every 12 to 20 students. The
normative diatzibution of the student-.
teacher ratio for reporting programs
(n 180) is listed in Appendix Dv Program
Norms.

Another characteristic of program staffing
is the use of bilingual personnel (L)2).
Seventy-eight percent of the local service
providers responding (n is 232) use bilingual
personnel in one or more capacities. Table.
12 lists the percentage of programs using .

various bilingual personnel.

Table 1.2

LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS' USE OP BILINGUAL PERSONNEL
(n 0 232)

Category of
Bi;ingual Personnel Percent of Programs

Aides 42
Counselors 38
Teachers 27
Volunteers 22
Other personnel 25

Bilingual staff are most commonly used
directly in instruction (42% of the programs
have bilingual aides, 27% have bilingual
ceachers) . One-third of the programs employ
bilingual counselors and about one-fourth
use bilingual volunteers and other personnel.

The training and experience required of
English language teachers were also
indicated by local service providers (L03).
Survey respondents were asked to identify
requirements for both full-time and
part-time teaching positions. Table 13
summarizes these requirements for all
responding programs.
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Table 13

LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS' TRAINING AND EXPERIENCE
REQUIREMENTS FOR PULL -TIDE TEACHERS

(na232)

Percentage of all
Requirement Areas local Service Providers

A.A. degree 0.0

13.A. degree 38.8
Teaching certificate 22.8
NA. degree 7.3

ESL certificate 3.4

Other specialization or 4.3
endorsement

One -year relevant experience 11.2
TVo-three years relevant

experience 9.5

Pour or more years
relevant experience 1.3

The most frequent requirements for full-time
teachers are a baccalaureate degree and a
tAching certificate. Only 53% of the local
service providers noted an requirement at
all for full-time teacher positions in their
English language training programs.

Table 14 provides the parallel requirements
for part-time teachers. Again, results are
displayed for all local service providers.



Table 14

LOCAL SERVICE PRUJIDERS' TRAINING AND EXPERIENCE
REQUIREMENTS FOR PART-220E TEACHERS

(n 232)

Requirement Acess

Percentage of all
local Service Providers

Raving Requirements

A.A. degree 3.4
S.A. degree 47.0
Teaching certificate 24.6
M.A. degree 1.3
ESL certificate 4.3
Other specialization or
endorsement 4.3

One-year relevant
experience 19.4

Too-three years relevant
experience 7.8

Pour or more years
relevant experience 1.3

Further comparisons of Tables 13 and 14 show
that requirements for part-tine teachers
generally equal or exceed those for full
time teaching positions. ,Part -tine teachers
are more frequently expected to hold a
baccalaureate degree and teaching
credential, as well as having at least one
year of relevant experience.
teachers are acre likely to have a master's
degree, but this may well reflect general
educational requirements expected within an
educational organization, such as 'a
community college and vocational/technical
institute.

The percentage of paid teachers who are
full-tine was compared to several other
program characteristics. Three
relationships emerged. Programs which place
an institutional enphasis-on sob Services
and 13loyment have a greater nunber of
full-tine teachers. Finally, community
colleges tend to have fewer full-tine
teachers.
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8. Hew large are the ORR-
funded refugee English
language training
programs?

9. What is the intensity of
English language
instruction for refugee
adults?

ft.

Local service providers were asked to
indicate the number of. locations at
which their organization offers English
language training to refugees (LAI).
atereaa 44% of the 226 respondents indicated
that services were available only at the
primary site, while an additional 20% of the
respondents use two locations, 10% use three
locations for English language training.
The remaining one-fourth use four or more
sites for training.

Local programs enrolled a median of 190
refugees in FY 1981 and 177 refugees in FY
1982 (Lel). This slight drop in enrollment
is not reflected in a comparison oft34---airr-
median attendance of refugees in the first
week of March in 1981 and 1982 (LC2).
Median program attendance remained
relatively stable between the two years: 71
in FY 81 and 75 in FY 82.

No significant differences in attendance pr
enrollment figures exist among the variou
types of organizations offering instruction.

During March 1982, ORR-funded English
language training programs offered an
average of 23 classes per term, 'typically
six parallel sections at each of four levels
(LE2).- These levels more often represent
gradations of English proficiency, (0.g.,
beginning, intermediate, advanced), than
differentiation of instructional purpose.
Class size averages 15 students.

The English language training programs
described the duration, intensity and
enrollment of their courses during
March 1982, (LE2). Classes are conducted an
average of three hours per day, four days
per week for 15 weeks per term. zee typical
course in an English language training
program offers 160 hours of instruction.
When total enrollments of individual
sections are summed over courses, total
program enrollments have a median average of
87 during the term. Nearly all of the
enrolled students are refugees - -70% cif the
programs responding to the survey queution
indicated that their course enrollments are
composed exclusively of refugees. The
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10. What factors tend to
differentiate refugee
English language training
programs?

remaining 30% of the programs enroll a
median of 26 non-refugee students. Thus,
ORR-funded English language training classes
predominately serve refugees.

A factor analysis was conducted of the
survey items which describe local refugee
English language training programs. The
factor analysis identifies clusters of
related program characteristics. These
clusters represent major "types" of
programs. Thirty-four different program
characteristics were considered; from these,
four major factors were identified. These
factors together account for more than 40
percent of the variation among all of the
program characteristics examined. The four
factors in descending order of magnitude
are: NC1) gEgsram size, as measured by the
total amount of funds received from OAR,
refugee student enrollment, and number of
course offerings; (2) program emphasis upon
employment, measured by the availability of
job placement services, and the
instructional emphasis given to job ervices
and employment; (3) degree of program's
internal coordination and external linkage,
as masured by degree of service mix in the
program and ita coordination with other -

services and (4) MelFam emphasit21
vocational ESL, as measured by the program's
instructional emphasis on vocational English
and job-srecific English and by its linkage
with vocational training.

Tbese four factors represent the chief
dimensions along which refugee English
Language training programs are most
consistently differentiated. The impact of
these factors on program outcomes is
discussed in Section n, Factors Relating to
Program Quality and Success.



B. The Resources and Costs Involved in English Language Training
for Refugees

More than 98 percent of the funds administered by state

coordinating offices for refugee English language training come from

the Office of Refugee Resettlement. Adult Basic Education monies are

the most common source used to supplement refugee English language

training, with about half of the local service providers using such

funds. Funding per program declined from an average of $56,110 in\FY

81 to $45,621 in FY 82.

Funds are distributed by states primarily by grants and

contracts let through a request for proposal process. In addition,

interagency agreements are commonly used by states to allocate the

funds. Only one-third of the states have policies earmarking ORR

social service funds for English language training.

About three-fourths of the funds for English language training

are devoted directly to instructional costs. The remainder is evenly

divided between costs for support services and administration. The

median cost per student instructional hour increased 16 percent from

$2.00 in FY 81 to $2.31 in FY 32.

1. What sources of funds are States which administer ORR-supported
devoted to English language programs were asked to estimate the
training for refugees? amount of money received from various

sources for English language training
of refugees (SA1). The proportion of
funds, by source, for FY 1981 and 1982
are summarized in Table 15.

34



Table 15

MEDIAN PERCENTAGE OF FUNDS FROM maws SOURCES ADMINISTERED
BY STATES FOR REFUGEE ENGLISH LANGUAGE TRAINING, BY YEAR

(1 Et 28)

Source FY Imo, FY 1982

Office of Refugee Resettlement 98.2 98.7
Adult Basic Education 0.5 0.1
COmprehwasive Employment 4 Training Act 0.3 0.0

Other public sources 0.6 0.2
Private foundations 4 0.0 0.2
Voluntary agencies 0.1 0.0
Mutual Assistance Associations 0.0 0.0
Other non-public sources 0.2 0.3
Donated and in-kind sources 0.2 0.4

?MAL $389,000 L $448,000

As can be seen in the table, essentially all
funds administered by_sitate coordinator
offices whl h support local refugee English
language training are from the Office of
Refugee Resettlement. The actual dollar
values are not displayed here since results
are available on this item for only 28 of
the states. Nearly one fourth (22%) of the
c.,Ates responding to the survey did not
complete the items dealing with sources of
English language training program funds.
Apparently some state coordinators find it
difficult to identify the various sources of
funding which support refugee English
language training. This is understandable
since a variety of funding sources are
administered by various state coordinator
offices for different programs which may
serve refugees, such as adult basic
education programs and CETA training and job
development programs.

43

35



A parallel question about sources of funds
was asked of local service providers (L84).
Table 16 compares program estimates of the
percentage of funds of non-ORR sources for
FY 1981 and 1982.

Table 16

PERCENTAGE OP LOCAL PROGRAMS USING,VARIOUS NON-ORK FUNDS FOR
REFUGEE ENGLISH LANGUAGE TRAINING, BY YEAR

(n n 134)

Source FY 1981 FY 1982

Adult Basic Education 52.2 49.6
Local in-kind sources / 44.0 43.0
CETA 32.8 27.4
General tunes 26.9 31.1

Other federal sources 19.4 20.0
Other state sources 18.7 22.2
Private foundations 9.7 13.3

CETA 0.7 2.2

Adult Basic Education funds are most
commonly used by local service providers to
support English language training for
refugees. About one-half of the ORR-funded
programs supplement their egfort with these
ABE monies. Over the two fiscal years, the
percentage of programs using CETA funds
declined Rharply with a concomitant increase
in the use of the institution's general
funds, other state sources and private
foundation grants. A substantial percentage
(58%) of the 1xa1 service providers
indicated that funds other than those from
ORR are used. For FY 81, non-ORR funds
represent a median of 254 of the total
refugee English language training program
resources. This median percentage climbed
to 30% in FY 82, apparently reflecting the
decline in ORE funds received. indeed, when
local programs were asked the amount of ORR
funds received during th..1 two years
the median dropped ftom $56,110 in Ff 81 to
$45,621 in FY .82 for the 180 programs which
operated in both years.
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The percentage and amount of ORR funds
received by local service providers in the
15 states with the largest refugee
populations are compared with figures for
all programs in Table 17 below.

Table 17

MEDIAN PERCENTAGE AND AMOUNT OP PUMIIS RECEIVED PROM ORR BY REFUGES
ENGLISELANGUAGE TRAINING PROGRAMS

Programs in 15
States with

Largest Refugee
All Programs. Population

(n 192) En - 107)

Median percent of refugee English
language training program funds
from ORR 70

Median amount of ORB funds per
program S45.621

N

7

S60.000

Programs in impacted areas receive somewha
more ORR funds, but the proportion of a
program's funds received from ORR does not
differ significantly in these states.

An estimate was made of the total funds
devoted to ORR-supported refugee English
language training nationally in. Fe 82. The
total funds and ORR funds reported by each
of the 191 responding local service
providers-were extrapolated to all 327
ORR-supported providers of refugee English
language training in the nation. While
these national estimates can be made with
some degree of confidence, estimates for
individual states cannot be made with
sufficient accuracy. POr FY 82, it is
estimated that $52,250,631 were devoted by
ORE- funded local service providers to
refugee English language training. It is
estimated that $29,201,062 (56%) of these
funds originated from the Office of Refugee
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2. How are these funds
allocated from the
state level to the
local level?

Resettlement. This means that about 43% of
the FY 82 O& social service dollars
($67,571,000) were directly applied to
refugee English language trairLig for
achieving self-sufficiency. Thus, a
substantial proportion of ORR dollars are
beim devoted to English language training,
augmented by a substantial amount from other
sources as well.

In addition to reporting actual dollars,
state coordinators estimated the total
volunteer hours devoted to refugee English
language training (SA2). For the 15 states
responding to this item, the average number
of volunteer hours increased from 8,920 in
FY 81 to 11,912 in FY 82.

State coordinators were asked if they had
policies which directed a specified
proportion of ORR social service funds to
English language training (SC1) . Only 36
percent of the 35 respondents indicated that
such a policy is used in their state. For
states having such policies, a median of 52%
of ORR funds is dedicated to English
language training. However,, the individual
state percentages ranged widely, from as low
as 14 percent to as high as 100 percent.

State coordinators were also asked to
indicate the type of service procurement
procedures they utilized foe refugee English
language training (SC4) . Thirty -four states
responded to the question. Two-thirds
(67.6 %) use a competitive request for
proposal process. About one-fourth (26.5%)
accept unsolicited proposals as well. A few
(8.8%) of the states use the request for bid
process. Nearly one-third (29.4%) noted
other procurement procedures, which are
generally sole-source agreements with other
state agencies either to provide services
directly or to subcontract for them. State
education agencies are most often used in
this way. Another procurement method is a
continuing service agreement. Two-thirds
(68.6%) of the state coorainators allow
contractors to subcontract for English
language training (SC5).



3. Bow are funds used by Local service providers use refugee
English language training English language training funds to meet a
programs? variety of direct and indirect costs.

Programs were asked to designate the
percentage of their funds expended for
various purposes (LB1). Table 18 provides a
summary of their responses.

Table 18

MEAN PERCENTAGE OP FUNDS FOR REFUGEE ENGLISH LANGUAGE
TRAINING EXPENDED FOR VARIOUS PURPOSES, BY YEAR

(n = 175)

Cost PY 1981 ET 1982

Direct instruction 71 71
Support services 13 14
Administration 16 15

More than two-thirds (71 %) of the refugee
English language training funds directly
support instructional services, such as
teacher salaries. The remaining 30% is
divided nearly equally between
administrative and support service costs.
The distribution of these costs remained
essentially the same during the two fiscal
years. The decline in total dollars did not
affect the proportion of funds devoted to
instructional costs.

When the proportion of funds levoted to
instruction is compared to other program
characteristics, several relationships
emerge. The grealtthem_mesf refugee
services and the higher the proportion of
refugee clientele, the lower the percentage
of funds devoted to instructional costs.
Thus, multiservice organizations which
predominately work with refugees devote a
smaller portion of funds to language
instruction and more to other services. The
data also indicate that vocational-technical
schools devote a greater proportion of their
language training funds to direct
instruction than do other types of
organisations.



Another way of looking at the cost of
English language training is to determine
the cost per student instructional hour.
This value provides an index of the relative
cost of delivering English language training
program services (LB2). The median reported
cost 'per student instructional hour is
compared for the two fiscal years in
Table 19.

The data within Table 19 indicates that the
cost per student instructional hour has
increased somewhat over the two years,
although the increase would be such smaller
if the effects of general inflation are
considere4. Some of the 16% increase'in
costs per student instructional hour may be
associated with an increase in instructional
costs, such as teacher salaries, or a
decrease in class size.

Table 19

MEDIAN COST PER STUDENT INSTRUCTIONAL HOUR FOR REFUGEE
ENGLISH LANGUAGE TRAINING, BY YEAR

All programs

ir

(n = 244)

FY 1981

$2.00

FY 1982

$2.31

Overall cost per student instructional hour
was compared to the organizational type of
local service provider. NC significant
differences exist in the costs among the
types of organizations providing refugee
English language training.
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Characteristics of Refugees Engaged in English Language'Laining

During PY 81, local service providers enrolled an average of 190

adult refugees in English language training programs. Enrollment

declined to an average of 177 in PY 82. Most refugees are enrolled

in relatively large programs which serve sore than 150 students per

year. Three-fourths of the refugee enrollments are in the 15 states

having the largest population of refugees.

About 58 percent of the refugee students are. male. In PY 82, 70

percent of the refugee students were under the age of 40, compared to

87 percent of adult refugees nationally in this age category. This

suggests that the programs tend to serve a slightly older segment of

the adult population. The students' ethnicity in PY 82 is as

follows: More than one-third (36.4%) of the refugee students are

Vietnamese, followed by Lao (18.8%) , Shaer (15.6%). Chinese-

Vietnamese (13.2) and Beam (10.5%). Eaitian and Cuban entrants

together represent less than one percent of the total refugee student

body and Soviet refugees represent less than one-half of one

percent. Over the two years, the proportion of Vietnamese, Shaer,

and Chinese students grew, while proportions of Lao, cog and Mien

students declined.

A substantial proportion (15.2%) of refugee adults enrolled in

English language training have had no previous formal education, with

an additional one-half who have had a very limited formal education.

Only one-4hird (35.7%) of the students have had more than six years

of formal schooling. The percentage of students with little or no
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previous education declined fret FY 81 FY 82. The percentage of

refugee students having limited prior edution is greater in the 15

states with the greatest numbers of refugee

For FY 82, local service providers repo that 81.2 percent of

the refugee students are literate in some langu e, up by more thaw\

five percent from the previous year. Essentially e in five adult

refugee students have had no experience with either a formal

schooling process or written language.

More than half (57.6%) of the currently enrolled re ,ugee

students arrived in the United States within the previous welve

months. Nearly three-fourths (70%) are unemployed, compared to 78.7

percent of the refugee students unemployed in FY 81. Programs which

use employment status as an admissions priority naturally tend to

serve a greater number of employed adults.

One-half of the state agencies respondinv to the survey use

local refugee population density as a criteria for funds allocation

policies, thereby targeting English language training funds to

impacted areas.

Three-fourths of the local service providers do not have waiting

lists for refugees to enroll in English language training. Where

0 waiting lists exist, ap average of 204 students wait five and

one-half weeks to enter the programs. In size, waiting lists are

about 11 percent of the total student enrollment. Total program

enrollment is correlated with waiting list length, such that the

greater the enrollment, the longer the list. The use of admissions

priorities appears to have little influence on waiting lists.
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Three.fourths of the local service providers use an open-entry

policy so that students may enroll in English language training

classes at any tine during the term.

Students' individual characteristics are recognized as

influencing their participation in Emglikh language training.

Demographics economic and affective factors inhibit students'

participation in the moves and the learning process.

1. How many refugees are Local service providers reported their
receiving English language total enrollment of adult refugee
training? students in English language training

for FY 81 and PY 82 (LC1). The 203
programs responding enrolled an average
of 190 refugee adults in FY 81, and 177
in PY 82. In FY 82, the 203 local
menace providers responding to the
survey enrolled a total of 98,964 adult
refugees. By extrapolating survey
respondents' enrollments, it is
esqimated that 149,890 refugees were
served in ORR-funded English language
training during FY 82.

When refugee enrollment is categorized
by programs' relative size, the
relatively large programs (enrollment
greater than 300) account for 35% of
refugee students. Table 20 provides a
summary of refugee enrollments for
FY 81 and FY 82 by program size.

Table 20

PERCENTAGE OP ES ENROLLED IN ENGLISH LANGUAGE
TRAINI7=GRAMS, BY SIZE AND YEAR

(n m 203)

ZE93111.1§.13.2. PY 81 PY 82

Small (50 -) 20 19
Medium (51-150) 22 27
Largo (151-300) 23 19
Very Largo (301+) 35 35

43 51



As can be seen in Table 2t, the relative
proportions of refugees served by large and
small programs have not changed
appreciably. In re 82, a slightly greater
segment of the refugee population was served
by medium-sized programs. Refugee
enrollment in the 115 programs in the 15
states having the greatest numbers of
refugees account for 770 and 75% of all
refugee students in FY 81 and FY 82,
respectively.

2. What are the characteristics Local. service providers were asked to
of these students? provide actual or estimated percentages; of

the composition of their refugee students by
sex, age, ethnicity, formal education,
literacy, length of time in U.S. and
employment status (LC7) . Information was
requested'for both FY 81 and FY 82. In
aggregating these data, percentages reported
by the local service providers have been
weighted by their corresponding refugee
enrollments to estimate the overall
pmportions fc: all adult refugee students.
The distributions of students by sex are
shown below in Table 21.

Table 21

SEX OF ADULT REFUGEE STUDENTS, BY YEAR
(n m 169;

FY SI FY 82

Percent Percent Percent Percent
Male Female Hale Female

58 42 58 42

The sex distribution of refugee students
does not vary appreciably by year. In FY
82, approximately 52% of the adult refugee
population in the U.S. was male*, thus a
slightly greater proportion of males are
being served in English language training.

*Age/Sex Report for May 1982, Office of Refugee Resettlement
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The sex distribution _of refugee students
enrolled in programs where the heads of
household wars reportedly given high entry
.priority was compared to those programs
where no Such priority was reported. In
PY 82, 63% of the 93 programs having no
0oritv enrolled more than the median

percentage of sales (58%), while 58% of the
57 programs having head of household as a
priority exceeded the median percentage of
sales. Thus, entry-priority has little
relationship to the sex distributionof
participants, even though such would be
assumed- to be the case. The sex
distribution of refugee students was
similarly compared to programs which did and
did not set admissions priorities on the
basis of students' employment status.
Again, essentially Identical results were
found, with a slightly greater proportion of
males served by programs having no
admissions priorities.

In terms of age, refugee students served in
PY 82 were slightly younger than those
served in PY 81, with 704 of the PY 82
students under the age of.35, coapared to
65% in PY 81. Table 22 displays the age
distribution of students served each year.
As a benchmark, 87% of the entire adult
refugee population is under the age of 35
compared to only 65% of all refugee
students.* This suggests that the English
Language training programs tend to serve
slightly older adults.

Table 22

AGE DISTRIBDTXON 07 ADULT REFUGEE STUDENTS, BY YEAR
(n 104)

TY 81 27 38 24 11

MII.....:1L25a_____..___
.PY 82 31 39 19 11

*Age/Sex Report for May 1982, Office of Refugee Resettlement
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The ethnic distribution of adult refuge*
students was also reported by the local
service providers. Table 23, shown below,
displays the distribution of refugees by
ethnicity for each year.

Table 23

STOIC DISTRIBUTION OF ADULT REFUGEE STUDENTS, BY YEAR

Year/Ethnicity

FY 81 32.9 11.4 11.3 19.8 18.8 2.4 * 0.6 0.5 2.3

FY 82 36.4 13.2 15.6 18.8 10.5 0.8 0.6 0.6 0.4 3.4

*Less than 0.1 present

Ethnic Vietnamese are the largest adult refugee
student population, representing about one-third
of the enrollment in FY 81 (32.9#) and in FY 82
(36.41). Ethnic Lao students are the second
largest group (19.8%) in Py 81, but declined
slightly in FY 82. In a parallel fashion, the
proportion of Moog students declined from 18.8%
in FY 81 to 10.5% in FY 82. On the other band,
both the Khmer and Chinese-Vietnamese student
enrollments increased from FY 81 to FY 82.
Together the Baitian, Cuban and Soviet refugee
student population represented less than two
percent of the enrollment in either year.

Table 24 displays tha rafugaa students' years.of
formal education in their country of origin.
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Table' 24

EaSTRIBUTION OP ADULT REFUGEE STUDENTS' FORMAL EDUCATION
IN COUNTRY OP ORIGIN, SY YEAR

Cm = 124)

Percentage of Students HaVing Different
timber of Years of Formal Education

Nbne 1-3 4-6 7-12 13+

)Y 81 22.3 19.0 28.2 26.0 4.5

FY 82 15.2 19.6 29.5 31.5 4.2

As can be seen in Table 24, a substantial

proportion of refugee adults have very
limited prior educational experience. About
two-fifths (41.3%) of the students served in
FY 81 had three years or less formal ,

education. Even fewer (34.8%) of the
students served in FY 82 had a thirdgrade
education.

The percentage of refugee students served in
PT 81 having more than a 6th grade education
(7 or more years) in their country of origin
is less than one-third (30.5%), but
increased slightly (35.7%) in FY 82. Again
we see that the programs served a slightly
more educateC refugee population in FY 82.
Even so, the diversity of the educational
backgrounds of these adult refugee students
is considerable. English language training
programs serve a very heterogeneous client
population, some of whom have had no prior
formal education (15.2%), only a basic
education (49.1%) and more than a 6th grade
education (35.7%)

Some students with limited or no formal
education may nevertheless be literate in
some language. Table 25 summarizes the
percentage of refugee students who are
literate in some language.
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Table 25

LITERACY OP ADULT REFUGEE STUDENTS, BY YEAR
Om; 159)

Percent Literate in Some Language

FY 81 FY 82

75.5 81.2

In FY Fl, roughly three-fourths of the adult
refugee students were literate in some
language. This incteased to about
four-fifths in FY 82, again reflecting an
increase in the educational background of
the refugee population and/or a
proportionate decrease in enrollment of
non-literate students. At the same time,
the data also suggests that nearly
one-fourth of the adult refugee population
is not literate in 2E1: language.
Considering both literacy and formal
education, the FY 82 findings suggest that
English language training programs must deal
with a substantial population (about 20%)
which has neither experience with the forma..
educational process nor with literacy in any
language.



The recency of refugee students arrival in
the U.S. was reported by local service
providers as well. Table 26 exhibits the
students' length of residence in the United
States.

Table 26

ADULT REFUGEE STUDENTS' LENGTH. OP RESIDENCE
INICa- UNITED STATES, BY YEAR

(n m 125)

Percentage of Students Residing in the U.S. for Various
Numbers of Months

0-6 .7-12 13-18 19-24 25-30 31-36 36+

FY 81 32.7 28.2 17.9 11.4 4.7 2.7 2.3

FY 82 30.5 27.1 15.1 16.6 5.3 2.7 2.6

More than half (60.9% and 57.6%) of the
refugees enrolled in FY 81 and FY 82 had
arrived within the past 12 -.oaths. Slightly
fewer students had arrived within the
previous twelve months in FY 82 than in FY
81. Most importantly, the results indicate
that the refugee adults are gaining early
access to English language training. Nearly
one-third of the students enroll within six
months of arrival, while less that ten
percent of the total adult refugee
population in the nation had arrived in the
first six months of FY 82.

The final demographic characteristic
reported by local service providers concerns
the employment status of adult refugee
students. Table 27 shows the percentage of
adult refugees served each fiscal year who
were employed.
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Table 27

EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF ADULT REFUGEE STUDENTS, SY YEAR
(11 125)

Employed Unemployed

Year/Employment Status Full Time Part-Time

FY 81 11.5 9.8 78.7

FY 82 15.5 14.4 78.0

A large proportion of refugee students are
unemployed. More than three-fourths (78.7%)
were unemployed in FY 81. Despite the
national rise in unemployment, the
unemployment rate of adult refugee students
fell to 70% in FY 82.

When the unemployment rate of refugee
students was compared for programs which
used employment Status as an admissions
priority, it was found that they serve a
substantially smaller proportion of
unemployed adult refugees.

. What factors influence The major factors Which influence refugee
refugee participation in participation in English language training

English language training? are two-fold. First, program
characteristics affect refugee access and
entry into training.\'these program
characteristics include policies, admissions
priorities and instructional configuration.
Characteristics of the refugees themselves
and the circumstances in which they are
living also influence participation, in
English language training. These two
factors are discussed at length in the
remainder of this section.

Although most states do not use funding
formulas for English language training
(SC7), 58 percent of the 36 state
coordinators responding to the survey
indicated that policies are used to allocate
funds to geographic areas. The local
refugee population density is by far the
most common criteria used, with one-half of
all respondents using this allocation
policy. The number of new arrivals, public
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assistance caseload and unemployment rate
are also used, but less often. Many states
have thus established policies which target
refugee English language training funds to
highly impacted geographic areas.

Mat (74%) of the local service providers
responding to the survey did not have a
waiting list of refugees to enter their
English Language training program (Ms) in
March 1982.* For the remaining 26% which did
have a waiting list, students waited an
average of 8.5 weeks to enter the training
program. An average of 204 students were on
waiting lists in these 60 programs during
the week of March 1, 1982. In all, the 60
programs reported a total of 10,626 adult
refugees waiting to enter programs. These
waiting refugees represent eleven percent of
the enrollment of all programs responding.

This average is skewed by rather large
waiting lists reported for programs in two
states. Thirteen programs in California had
2,505 refugees waiting and five programs in
Minnesota had 6,254 refugees awaiting
entry. Since these are states with very
large refugee populations, a comparison was
made between size of enrollment and length'
of waiting list. A correlation of +.46 was
found, which reflects a moderate
relationship between program enrollment and
waiting list size. It may be that the
diversity of the local refugee population is
the critical factor here.

A comparison was also made between the
length of time students remain on waiting
lists and the admissions priorities of
English language training programs. While
44 percent of the programs have admissions
priorities of one form or another, less than
one - fourth of these programs have waiting
lists. Slightly more programs (29%) which
do not have admissions priorities also have
waiting lists. However, the difference
between these two types of programs is too
small to conclude with confidence that
improved admissions priorities could reduce
waiting lists.
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Another program characteristic which
influences refugees' access to English
language training are constraints on the
time or manner in which students may enroll
in specific courses of instruction 0LE5).
Seventy-six percent of the 219 local service
providers responding. indicated that the
refugee student may enroll and enter the
classes at az/Atm during the term. An
additional twelve percent said that the
student may enter the class only at its
beginning and eleven percent indicated entry
is on a space available basis.

A comparison was made between these entry
policies and the length of the waiting list,
to determine if service open -entry programs
tend to have shorter waiting lists.
Sowever, no significant relationship was
found between these two factors.

111 a whole, the results suggest that adult
refugees have broad access to English
language programs, but for one-fourth of the
programs, many students will have to wait to
gain entry.

Thus far, the discussion has focused upon
program-related factors which influence
refugee participation. A second set of
factors deal with the characteristics of the
adult refugees themselves. In open-ended
questions (SG3 and S32), respondents
identified the major factors which inhibit
the success of English language training
programs, particularly for Southeast Asian
refugees with little previous education.*
Among their numerous responses, state and
local respondents identified several
characteristics of refugees which constrain
their participation in English language
training.

In descending order of frequency, student
limitations mentioned include age, lack of
literacy, lack of study skills, gender,
inter-ethnic hostility, and lack of contact
with English speakers. Economic barriers
were also mentioned, including lack of
transportation and child care, unrealistic

*Although the survey addressed English language training for all refugees,
this section focused exclusively on programs serving Southeast Asians.
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employment goals, transiency and work-
related fatigue.

Affective factors reported include culture
shock, mental health problems, family
problems, fear, stress and concern for
relatives remaining in Southeast Asia.
These findings further reinforce the point
that adult refugees are not always in a good
position to learn English because of all, the
factors which affect their daily lives.
Indeed, when survey respondents were asked
to identify what factors contribute to
successful English language training, state
coordinators and local service providers
identified a nuaber of factors which
directly deal. with refugee characteristics--
differential instruction for literate and
preliterate students, services integrated
with case management, culturally sensitive
and compassionate staff, available child
care, transportation and bilingual aides and
cultural orientation.

6
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D. Factors Relating to Program quality and Success

The survey examined the kinds of information being collected

concerning program performance, the extent to which the English language

training programs can demonstrate their effectiveness, chatacteristics

which are associated with successful program performance and the program

efforts, which are currently under way to improve programs.

a.

Standards and guidelines for program operation are in effect for most

English language training programs. State coordinators indicated that

standards generally exist for program evaluation, staff training and

qualifications, and program design. Most local service providers have

their own guidelines for instructional materials and methods, program

design, student assessment, staff training and qualifications and program

evaluation. Most state coordinators and local agencies have standards for

program performance in effect or feel that such standards could be

usefully and feasibly implemented, particularly regarding costs per

student instructional hour.

Nearly all (94%) of the state coordinators responding routinely

collect information from local service providers. This information,

however, is liMited to data about funds, student characteristics and

program descriptors. Less than half of the states collect program

evaluation findings which could provide evidence of program effectiveness.

Essentially all state coordinators monitor their local English

language training programs for fiscal, compliance and technical assistance

purposes. Only about one-third of the states responding conduct impact

evaluations of their programs. State coordinators noted that information

is not usually gathered to assess the degree to which English language

training programs improve refugees' language proficiency, employment and
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self-sufficiency. The student records maintained in English language

training programs usually do not include two of the characteristics which

previous research shows affect acquisition- -prior schooling and literacy.

Most programs conduct asaesements for student placement and progress, but

only about half of the programs as formal, standardized tei\ts. Thus, the

evidence which could be used to document program outcomes and\

effectiveness is relatively limited at both the state and local levels.

Some indicators of program performance were provided by local service

providers in the survey. English language training programs report an

average completion rate of 50.1% for refugee students. Vocational -,

technical schools have the highest average rate (65%), whereas high school

adult education programs have the lowest (41%). Completion rate is

correlated with the instructional emphasis of the program and the manner

in which instruction is differentiated on tie basis of student

characteristics. Programs estimate that it takes refugees an average of

661 instructional hours or eleven months to complete an English language

training program. Vocational- technical schools' estimates are lower:

fewer hours are needed to complete their program of instruction.

Naturally, a program's duration depends on both the characteristics of its

students and its instructional objectives, so comparisons among programs

are difficult to interpret.

Since both refugees' backgrounds and programs' instructional goals

vary so widely, local service providers were asked to estimate the number

of instructional hours required for various prototypic refugee students to

attain specified levels of English proficiency: "survival,"

conversational and independent job search." The estimates for the four
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refugee students varied tremendously but systematically, demonstrating the

effect of student characteristics on instructional efficiency.

Differences among these students were as great as 750 hours, reflecting a

difference in estimated instructional cost of more than $2000 per

student. Commvnity colleges estimate the greatest number of hours (and

hence cost) for prototypical students to reach these levels of proficiency.

The shorter the total program duration, the higher the student

completion rate. Of course, this may have no bearing on the actual level

of language proficiency represented by program completion. The greater

the program's instructional intensity in hours per week, the higher the

student completion rate. Open-entry programs and programs which do not

stress literacy as a goal experience lower completion rates. Community

colleges have higher completion rates, as do programs which emphasize

literacy. Programs which focus on job services or job-specific English

and programs which differentiate instruction on the basis of ethnicity

have higher departure rates. However, the program completion rate is not

necessarily a reliable measure of outcome, since many people who leave

early go to jobs and other programs.

During a given term, 64% of the refugees successfully complete their

current course of instruction. Thirty percent of the refugee students

leave the program during or after a given term, but these departures are

for positive reasons -- employment, program completion, or enrollment in

vocational training or an academic program.

A series of analyses identified two factors associated with these

indicators of program success: the percentage of full-time teachers and

the number of instructional hours per week are both positively related to



student completion rates. In addition, the level of student unemployment

is positively correlated with program completion, perhaps reflecting how

opportunities for training influence participation, or perhaps other

motivational factors. The instructional emphasis of the program

influences its indicators of performance. Bowever, it is equally

important to note that program size, refugee/non-refugee client mix aid

service mix were not systematically related to program outcomes.

A wide range of program improvement efforts are under way, involving

technical assistance, staff development and progra, coordination efforts.

These represent positive steps being taken to enhance refuges English

language training.

About two-thirds of the local service providers requested technical

assistance in FY 82, primarily in the areas of instructional materials,

staff development, curriculum design and student assessment. Eighty-eight

pelent of their numerous requests were fulfilled, primarily by the Center

for Applied Linguistics, other local service providers and state agencies.

Staff development efforts are common, but the use of ORR funds for

these purposes have declined. Staff training is generally conducted

in-house or by state coordinators or professional associations.

Coordinative linkages are maintained with key state and local

services by the majority of the programs, particulary with welfare, job

placement and vocational training. Linkages with other agencies dealing

with refugee affairs are less common. Although inter-program and

multi-service linkages are recognized as important, a substantial segment

of the English language training programs does not maintain close ties

with other services.
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1. What evidence is available The quality of program performance is a
concerning program relative question which can only be answered

performance in reference-to some identifiable standards
or guidelines. One item on both the state
(SEL) and local (LII) questionnaires deals
with the types of standards and guidelines
which are in effect and the types which
could be, usefully and feasibly implemented
in the future. Such standards might help
set expectations for program performance.

Table 28 compares state and local
respondents' perceptions of program
performenct standards.

Table 28

PEAZENTAGE OF STATE COORDINATORS (n-22) AND LOCAL PROGRAMS (na204)
INDICATING TEE EXISTENCE AND FEASIBILITY OF PROGRAM STANDARDS

% Indicating a
Standard Could

% Indicating Be usefully and
Standard Feasibly

Currently Exists Implemented

Program Standard/ Guideline State Program State Program

Instructional materials/methods 22.7% 82.4% 40.9% 10.8%

Staff training and qualifications 42.1% 77.0% 31.6% 16.74%

Cost per student hour 31.61% 52.1% 52.6% 20.6%

Program design 35.3% 83.4% 41.2% 9.5%

Student assessment 27.8% 83.9% 38.9% 11.27%

Program evaluation 41.2% 75.4% 47.1% 19.1%

Prioritizing student entry 37.5% 60.6% 50.0% 12.6%

The data in Table 28 indicate that standards
and guidelines are in effect in most
programs. Bowever, only about one-third of
the responding states have such standards.
Standards have thus been established mostly
at the local level. Where a given standard
is not in effect, a substantial proportion
of respondents feel that a standard or
guidelines could be usefully and feasibly
implemented. Combining the percentage of
respondents which have standards with the
percentage which feel that standards could
be put into effect, we see that more than
two-thirds of the state agencies and
four-fifths of the local programs use or
desire to use standards for program
operation.
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A second necessary condition for assessing
program quality is' the availability of
-systematic -information about -program
objectives and outcomes. State coordinators
identified what information they routinely
collect from English language training.
programs (m), Table 29 summarizes their
responses to this question.

Table 29

PROGRAM INFORMATION CURRENTLY COLLECTED BY STATES
(n go 34)

Information Categories

A. Program Description /

Percentage of States Collecting
This Information

1. Goals 91.2%
2. ?amber of instructional hours 91.2%
3. Levels of instruction 79.4%
4. Linkage with employment/vocational

training programs
73.5%

S. Setting 73.5%
6. Instructional netbods----- 70.6%
7. Student-instructoi--notes 70.6%
8. Mate44,1s,utid 67.6%
9.-Coake offering 67.6%

--10. Assessment and training procedures 64.7%
11. Student placement procedures 61.86
12. Inservice training for staff 58.86
13. Technical assistance used 52.9%

8. Program Outcomes

I. Tests/instruments used for program
evaluation

61.'8%

2. Tests used to evaluate student progress 61.8%
3. Program evaluation design 50.06
4. Program evaluation results 47.1%

59



Table 29
Continued

tnforstation Categories (con't)
Percentage of States Collecting

This Information

C. Student Characteristics

1. NUmbers 94.1%

2. Public assistance status 85.32

3. EMployment status 67.6%

4. Ethnic/gender/age composition 58.82

5. Entering English ability 55.9%

6. Previous education 50.0%

7. Previous literacy 41.22

D. Ptinding/Cost Information

1. ORR funds 91.2%

2. Cost per instructional hour 67.6%

3. Cost per student 67.6%

4. Other federal funds 32.4%

5. Natuke and value of Li-kind services 26.5%

6. State funds 26.5%

7. Private funds 23.5%

0.4110°.

Ninety-four percent of the state
coordinators responding to the survey
routinely collect information from their
local service providers. Most often, the
information collected describes program
plans and student characteristics. Far

fewer states collect information about
program outcomes and non-ORR sources of
funds.

All but one of the 36 state agencies
routinely monitor their English language
training programs (SDI), primarily for
fiscal, compliance and technical assistance
purposes. Impact evaluations are conducted
by about one-third (37.1%) of the
respondents. Thus, both the focus of the
information collected and the information
gathering process itself tend not to be
oriented to program performanfie and student
outcomes.

Local service providers were asked to
describe the information routinely included
in refugee student records (LC8). Table 30
summarizes the information most commonly
collected about refugee students.
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Table 30

=FORMATION MAINTAINED BY LOCAL SERVICE PROV
.IN REFUGEE STUDENT RECORDS

(n is 221)

Information
Percentage of Programs
Maintaining Information

Sep
,Age

Native Language
Length of Time in Program

96.8%
95.0%
87.3%
86.4%

U.S. Arrival Date 81.4%
EMployment Status 81.0%
Previous Schooling Prior to Arrival 74.7%
Literacy in Native or Other TOngue .68.80
Public Assistance Status 68.3%
Other Languages Spoken 60.2%

2. To what extent have English
language training programs
demonstrated their effec-
tiveness?

Virtually all programs responding collect
basic denographic information about the
refugee student. However, only about
three-fourths collect information about the
students' prior schooling and two-thirds
about the students' literacy. Sim, such
factors should influence instructional
planning (Rader 1981, Robson, 1981), it is
important that this information is available.

Additional questions were asked of local
service providers about the methods used for
student placement and progress appraisal (LIG
1-2). Essentially all (98.6%) local service
providers assess student placement and
progress, primarily through informal
observation of classroom performance.
Bowever, about halt do use published,
standardized examinations for placement
(56.6%) and progress appraisal (46.8%).
Although student evaluation is considered
important and is conducted by nearly all
local service providers, the methods used
are not necessarily either formal or
standardized.

Although the overall purpose of the ORR
study was to assess the effect of English
language training for refugees, the mail
survey can only respond to this question in
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mo a limited manner. Subsequent phases of the
study have been undertaken to assess these
outcomes more directly.

The local service provider questionnaire
provides a range of information about the
flow of refugees through English language
training. No information was collected,
however, about the direct relationship
between refugee English language training
and economic self-sufficiency, the topic of
another research project being conducted by
ORR.

Local service providers were asked to
estimate the percentage of refugees enrolled
who eventually complete the entire refugee
English language training program (LE3).
The 159 service providers responding.to the
question show a median refugee completion
rate of 5041t.

The reported completion rate was compared to
22 other program chacteristics to identify
the factors which influence refugees'
completion of the programs. One
characteristic proved to be particularly
significant--the type of organization
providing the service.

Vocational-technical institutes reported the
highest average completion rate (65%),
whereas high school adult education programs
reported the lowest rate (41.4%). Other
types of institutions reported intermediate
completion rates. Community colleges
reported 46% and voluntary agencies, 51%.
Overall, about one-half of the refugees
entering English language training complete
the program of instruction.

Other factors were associated with this
outcome. The percentage of full-time
teachers, the emphasis given to literacy and
the differentiation of instruction on the
basis of refugee employment statistics were
positively correlated to completion rate,
while an emphasis on reading and writing
skills had a negative relationship with
completion rate.
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Local service providers also estimated the
number of months required for these students
to complete the program CLE4). The 157
respondents to this item estimated a median
of 11 months or about 661 instructional
hours for the °average" refugee to complete
an English language training program. The
majority of the responses ranged from seven
months to fifteen months. The range of
responses points to a potential problem when
the limits imposed on English language
training participants are considered. As
noted in a previous section, nearly all
(86.7%) of the state coordinators responding
to the survey impose time limits on the
total length of time refugees may
participate in English language training.
One- fourth of the respondents impose limits
of less than eleven months, effectively
constraining refugees' opportunity to
complete English language training
programs. When months required to complete
are compared with the type of organization
providing English language training, no
significant differences emerge. Again, a
wide variety of other program
characteristics were compared with this
outcome variable, but no clear cut
differences were found.

An overall program completion rate of 50%
was noted earlier. Local service providers
also reported the course completion rate of
students for the current term. Local
service providers report a median completion
rate of 64% in their courses, slightly
higher than the overall program completion
rate.

The influence of a number of course
characteristics was examined on program
completion rate. Several relationships
emerged. Not surprisingly, the shorter the
total program duration, the higher the
completion rate. Furthermore, the greater
the instructional intensity in hours per
week, the higher the completion rate. This
suggests that short-term, intensive training
programs have higher completion rates, but
it does not mean that short-term intensive
training is more effective in terms of
English proficiency levels actually
achieved. Other program factors are related



to student departure rate as well. A
greater proportion of students depart from
those programs which emphasize job services
and job-specific English, while fewer
students leave programs which emphasize
literacy training. Organizationally,
community colleges have significantly lower
departure rites than other service
providers. When ethnicity is used to
differentiate instruction, departure rates
increase.

Comparing or evaluating programs only in
terms of such measures of "flow through the
system" (i.e., program completion rate and
duration) is problematic because different
programs serve distinct subpopulations of
refugees and often have varying
instructional goals. There is neither an
"average" refugee student nor A, standaid set
of instructional goals- fokrefugee English
language training programs throughout the
nation. If student characteristics and
program objectives could be held constant,
then reasonable comparisons and evaluations
could be made of programs' performance. As
a first attempt to do this, local service
providers estimated on the basis of their
programs' experience, the number of
instructional hours required by each of four
prototypic refugees to achieve each of three
defined levels of language proficiency
students. Table 31 describes the four adult
refugee student prototypes and displays the
median estimate of instructional hours
required for each to achieve the various
levels of language proficiency. Although
these data are estimates, the practitioner
panel consulted about questionnaire design
felt such estimates would be the best
available means to elicit the wealth of
programs' experience in the absence of
useful "hard" data. Table 31 clearly
demonstrates the differential effect of
program goals and refugee backgrounds on the
number of instructional hours required to
achieve proficiency. For example, since the
programs offer an average of 10.7 hours of
instruction per week, then student "A" needs
an estimated 93 weeks (1.8 years) to reach a
language level which permits independent job

C)
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Table 31 BEST COPY AVAILABLE

MEOW UMW OF 1161OUCTIOIKL mows AMMO F0 PROTOTYPIC NEFISEE ADULTS

10 =JIM WILE OF MAUI PROFICIENCY
(e 159)

1

(a) 11. Is a 50 -year Wideman from

a grelitarate group, mho CM

to the M.S. le 1000, after

'poodles thros. years in a

Wipe camp. She does mot

read er write In her sun or
amwether Tanguage, avid 680$

n ot spook anpbot her alive

laegasge. Shows a farmer

in Nor tautly, aid Aorican

colturi Is totally saw to

her. She Mica IMP 1410113'

and, outside ESL class, Mai

far contacts with foolish

spears.

EMILIO PROFICIENCY LENEL

Cam carryout staple

°Survival (e.g., can take cosversations Is Eighth Can look for

the bme, coot mosey, get in several topics with a job on his/

410 In 411.nnenncing)
acmvaintaoctS Mr Con

250 500 1,000

(N) M. is a 3S -year old man who

limed in rural areas in his

comMbiyabera he was a black-

smith. lie smeetleas traded

olta other mss, and leaned

to spook another Inagua,' within

Ms native ccontry. Me has

e wer heats adopt, but he
buried to read a little of the

n atismal language, which does

net have a Moan alphabet. In

the Wiese camps, his friends

tamght his to reed sad *rite a

little bit in his ewe lamellae.

150 350

(c) K. Is a 24-ygmr-eld man the came

here in 1110 from a mediae-sized

city. .Me was a radio avatar

in the silitary. Me wont to "Awl

for 4 years, where he learned to

read aid write Otitis Me 11010840.

'afore he came to the U.S., K.

stodied English for 12 weeks in a

Whigs cam.. Net he has sager

studied WI other mead I00001/16!

333

(d) S. Is a 30.1mar-e14 man who cane

bore In 1110. le his country, he

had nine pars of (Ocala. Me
ram a welt 6100016 IN 11216 ciiital

city them Insides being able to

read and write In his motive

Impose. S. 'weeks Another

trade lovas of his area. S.

studied English for 12 weeks before

amine here.

57 150 250
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search. This compares to only 23 weeks for
student nr. Since the programs require an
average of 13 months to complete, most
students should achieve the stated levels
within this time period, except student "A"
will not reach independent job search
proficiency.

A number of local service providers reported
that some refugees never achieve certain
levels of language proficiency, regardless
of the number of hours of English language
training. Thirty percent of the local
providers reported that the older,
pre-literate refugee "A" would never achieve
a level of English proficiency sufficient
for independent job search. The
ramifications of this are profound. About
Il% of the U.S. refugee population falls in
the age range of this prototypical refugee.
While the degree of non-literacy for this
group as a whole is not known, a very
substantial proportion of older Southeast
Asian refugees entering the U.S. are not
literate.

These time estimates are the most stable
measure of program performance available at
the present time. Since both refugee
characteristics and desired outcome levels
are fixed, program differences in these
items may be of considerable interest. An
analysis was made of the effects of a
wide-range of program characteristics on the
estimated time for the prototypic refugees
to achieve proficiency sufficient for
"independent job search " - -the level
ultimately required to seek 'end gain
employment. One statistically significant
effect is the type of organization providing
English language training. Community
college programs estimate a significantly
greater number of hours for refUgee "C"

and "D" to reach an "independent job search"
level of proficiency. Vocational-technical
institutes estimate fewer hours for refugee
"D". In addition, programs which emphasize
employment and job services estimate a
greater number of hours to reach this level.
Use of bilingual personnel is also related
to a higher number of instructional hours.
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Estimates of the hours required to achieve
the "conversational English" level are also
related to type of organization, with
community colleges estimating significantly
more hours for all refugee prototypes than
other types of organizations.

A few program characteristics are associated
with the number of hours required to achieve
basic "survival English'. Both an emphasis
on employment and the use of bilingual
personnel seem to delay attainment of this
basic proficiency level for students having
limited literacy and educational. backgrounds
VA" and "9"). Differentiation of
instruction on the basis of students'
academic/vocational level is associated with
lower estimates of the hours required.
Community colleges again predict more hours
for all refugee prototypes, whereas
vocational-technical schools predicted less
hours to achieve "survival English'
proficiency.

These findings strongly suggest that the
goal and content of instruction must be
differentiated on_the basis of student
background and desired language proficiency
level. An emphasis upon employment too
early in the instructional sequence appears
to be counter-productive, as does the use of
bilingual personnel. Furthermore, community
colleges appear to be less efficient when
the purpose of English language training is
to move students from the conversational
level of English to the independent job
search level, whereas Vo-tech schools do a
better job at this level. This finding
seems reasonable since vocational schools
are more employment-oriented and community
college progress tend to be more oriented
towards thorough mastery of skills.

When a program's reported instructional
costs per student hour are multiplied by
their estimates of instructional hours
required, costs for various students to
reach each proficiency level can be
estimated. These estimated costs also vary
dramatically, as shown in Table 32, in which
median estimated costs (over programs) are
displayed.



Table 32

COIAN COST P11 SWAP TO AMIDE VARIOUS LEIELS OF MUM LAIIIME PROFICIENCY

(a) N. Is a 50-year end woman from

preiltarata group, who tams

to the U.S. In 1160. after

winding thise years it a

relapse camp. She does not

read or write In Mr own or

smother language, and does

n et speak any but Mr native

language. Shows a farmer

in her cavalry. and American

culture is totally new to

Aar. She has a lam family

and, outside ESL class, has

fed contacts with English

speakers.

Mal ISOFICIE1CY LEVEL

Can carry it siesta

'Survival" (e.g., can take conversations In English Can look for

the has, Come gamey, let on several topics with a job on his/

RCP 111 008110enctes) acquaintances her own

$540 $1,095 $2,528 .

(b) V. is a 35 -year old man who

lived in rural are in his

contryvhsre he was black-

smith. tie sometimes t, aped

with other troops, and learned

to speak another language within

his native country. Ni has

now Nam to school, but he $360 $ 750 $1,314

learned to read a little of the

n ational IIRIAN. which does

n et but a Inman alphabet. In

the refugee cope, his friends

taught hie to road and write a

little bit in his own language.

(c) 1C. is a 24-Aar-old man who came

terra in 1960 from a medium-sized

city. Ne was a radio operator

in the military. Ni went to school

for 4 years, whore he learned to

read and write in his owe language.

Reform he cane to the U.S.. C.

studied English for 12 weeks in a

refugee zap, but he MS Raver

studied any other second language.

$140 $ 439 $ 805

(d) S. is a 30year-old 440 who Cale

here in 1110. I* his country, he

had is years of education. No

ram a small Ovalness is the tailtal

city there. 'asides being 'biota

read and write in his Native

Illmerrie. S. steaks another

trade language of his eras. S.

studied English for 12 weeks before

caning here.

$106 $ 320 $ 5;:6

11C441 per student instructional hear a estimated somber of instructional hours
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Only one program characteristic is related
to differences in these costs among
programs. Estimated community colleges'
costs are greater than those of other
organizations for refugee "As to reach
°conversational" level and for refugee 'Cs
to reach "survivals level.

Local service providers were asked to
indicate reasons for student departures from
their English,language training program
(LP2). The Mean percentage of students
leaving the program during or at the
conclusion of the term was 30%. Table 33
summarizes the various reasons for their
departures.

Table 33

REASONS POR STUDENT DEPARTURES
(n as 174)

Mean Percent of
Reason Students Leaving.

Employment 31%
Completed Program 25%
Moved Away 21%
Enrolled in Vocational Training 12%
Enrolled in Academic Program 8%

Of particular note in Table 32 is that the
major reasons given for student departure
are primarily desirable outcomes- -
employment, program completion and
continuing education.

Although the analyses thus far have
identifed program characteristics directly
associated with program outcomes, it should
also be noted that several important

characteristics appear not to influence
outcomes. For example, program size
apparently does not make a difference.
Furthermore, a program's clientele mix and
range of services does not directly
influence refugee program completion. The
number of refugee, services offered to
refugees, the percentage of clientele who
are refugees and the FY 82 enrollment of the
programs do not significantly differentiate
program outcome variables.
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The fat that community colleges tend to
predict a greater number of hours for
refugees to achieve language proficiency may
be due to a number of other related factors,
such as experience with language training,
academic orientation of program, length of
term or desire to maintain student FTE.
Additional data are needed to determine the
specific factors underlying these results.

Correlations between various general program
characteristics and outcomes were examined.
Two characteristics emerged as being
positively related to program outcomes.
First, the percentage of full-time teachers
is positively correlated with student
completion rate. Second, the number of
instructional hours per week is also
positively related to student completion
rate. One student characteristic is also
strongly related to program outcomes. The
percentage of students unemployed was
correlated with the percentage of students
completing the program -the greater the
percentage unemployed, the greater the
completion rate.

Thus, program completion rate is higher when
instructional intensity is high, full-time
'teachers are used and students are not
employed. Instructional intensity would
seem to be a predictable outcome. Full-time
teachers would more likely be certified,
with educational training, thereby
reflecting instructional quality. Student
employment status probably relates to
access, opportunity and a greater desire to
complete the program.

3. What program characteristics Respondents' opinions were -ought concerning

are perceived to be related their perceptions of factors related to
to program performance? program quality and performance. Both state

agencies (SG2(3) and local service providers
(L4/2) were asked to suggest factors which
promote and inhibit the success of refugee
English language training programs.

State agencies and local service providers
identified a number of factors related to
the high quality of instruction:

Commonly Mentioned Factors

o Use of trained and certified teachers who
are culturally sensitive, motivated and
caring.
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o Intensive ongoing program which
emphasizes survival skills, e r -loyment
and basic verbal skills.

ii

o Differentiated instruction for
literate/preliterate students.

o Highly coordinated services integrated
with employment and case management.

o Motivation of student to attend.

o Flexible use of a variety of methods and
materials.

o High intensity programs requiring student
use of English.

o Available child care, transportation and
bilingual aides.

Other Factors Mentioned

o Low student-teacher ratio.

o Well-defined scope of learning objectives.

o Involvement of sponsors and outside
agencies.

o Use of refugees as role models and
volunteers.

o Administrative support.

o Adequate, stable funding.

15. Orientation of the refugee to the need
for English.

16. Good assessment and placement methods.

Not surprisingly, the most common factor
mentioned by the two groups is the quality and
sensitivity of the teacher. Teacher training,
experience and attitude are considered to be
the single most common factor which
contributes to the success of refugee English
language training. Therefore, those actions
which can influence the quality and continuity
of staff will benefit the programs.



4. What program improvement Renewal efforts enhance the quality and
efforts have been effectiveness of programs, their staff and
implemented? instructional practices. A variety of renewal

strategies are being used with ORR-funded
English language training programs, including
technical assistance, staff development and
inter-program coordination.

Regional offices identified the specific kinds
at technical assistance which had been sought
from their agency (RA3). The eight regional
respondenc.s received a total of 214 requests
for assistance in the past year, primarily for
instructional materials, staff inservice
training, curriculum design and bilingual
assistance. The primary responses to the
regional offices have been to refer such
requests to the Center for Applied Linguistics
(40% of the requests) and to provide
assistance directly (21% of the requests).

Local service providers identified the areas
in which they sought technical assistance and
the sources from which it was received (LD8).
About two,-thirds (6S%) of the 221 respondents
requested technical assistance of one form or
another. In all, 611 requests were made, of
which 88% were met. Table 34 displays the
types of technical assistance sought, while
Table 35 summarizes the sc.urces from which
assistance was received. The tables also
display the proportion of requests for
assistance which were fulfilled.

S
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Table 34

RANK OR= OP TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE NEEDS
(n - 142)

Need uested Number of uests

Instructional
materials

Staff inservice
training

Curriculum
design

Student assessment

Bilingual assistance

Grant writing

Other

159

122

109

85

58

52

26

Table 35

ests % Met

26% 94%

20% 89%

18% 87%

14% 80%

9% 84%

9% 83%

4% 92%

RANK ORDER OF SOURCES OF ASSISTANCE SOUGHT BY LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS
(n 142)

Sources Sought Amber of Requests % of Requests % Met
Center for Applied 187 31% 87%

Linguistics

Other local service
providers

146 24% 91%

State ORR agency 131 21% 00
Other agencies 100 16% 87%

ORR regional office 47 8% 77%

The majority of the requests for assistance
are related to instruction--about one-fourth
(26%) of the requests were for help with
instructional materials, one-fifth (20%) for
staff development, nearly one-fifth (18%)
for curriculum development and fourteen
percent for student assessment.
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Local programs' need for assistance is
certainly expressed in these data.
Fortunately, in the vast majority of cases,
these needs were met (88%). The Center for
Applied Linguistics was the agency sought in
thirtrone percent of the requests,
primarily in the areas of curriculum and
instruction. Their "track record" was
exceptional--873 of the requests for
assistance were fulfilled, as reported by
local service providers across the country.

Interestingly enough, other local service
providers are the second most commin source
for technical assistance, being sought in
nearly one-fourth (24%) of the requests,
primarily in the areas of student assessment
and instructional materials. Nearly all
(91%) requests of other local providers were
fulfilled. Eelp from the state
coordinator's office was sought in more than
one-fifth (211) of the requests and
fulfilled in nearly every (90%) instance.
Assistance from the ORR regional office was
sought in only 8% of the cases, Out this
agency might more appropriately provide
assistance through other agencies.

State coordinators were also asked to
describe requests they received for
technical assistance from local service
providers in the past year (SE4). Thi 30
respondents received an average of 11
requests. The areas in which assistance was
sought and received are summarized in Table
36.

Table 36

REQUESTS RECEIVED BY STATE COORDINATORS FOR
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FROM LC:CAL SERVICE PROVIDERS

(n 30)

Area of Need

Percent of States
Receiving` Requests

Staff inservice 47%

Instructional materials 44%

Curriculum design 42%

Student assessment 39%

Application preparation 22%

Bilingual assistance 19%

Other :1.1%
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Like the local service providers, the state
coordinators report that the most common
needs for technical assistance are in the
areas of staff development, curriculum and
instruction, and student assessment.
Requests received by the state coordinator
were either handled directly by the state
office or refeited to CAL or other local
service providers.

Exactly half of the states responding (50%)
reported use of ORR funds to provide
technical assistance. No state repered
receiving any requests for assistance which
went unfulfilled. A great deal of technical
assistance is' being requested and, more
importantly, is being reCeived. This
suggests that local service providers
recognize the need for program improvemitnt
and steps are being taken to increase the

. quality of English lanqdige t5aining
programs.

Stafiinservice training is an area where
- technical assiitance is commonly sought by

local servi.Je iftviders. Indeed, 82% of the
local service providers identified specific
staff development needs for their programs
(LW). To meet these needs, 56% and 43% of
the programs used ORR funds in FY 1981 and
FY 1982 respectively, to support staff
development. The reduction in this
proportion is alarming, since it may reflect
a reduction in th availability of inservice
training for program improvemnt.

A vast array of staff development needs were
voiced concerning curriculum and
instruction. The most common needs
identified by service providers, in order,
were:

1. ESL theory and approaches
2. Student assessment
3.. Curriculum materials
4. Cross-cultural awareness
5. Instructional methods for pretiterates
6. Vocational, prevoaational and survival

akiIls materials
7. Specific instructionEa methods,

including litimacy training,
prominciation, individualization,
motivation, centralization, oral/aural

8. Use of aides and volunteers
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Local providers seek staff inservice
training from a variety of sources (LDS).
Table 37 lists the major sources of staff
training used by the local programs.
Self-training is the most common source of
staff development. More than half of the
programs seek assistance from state
agencies, two- fifths from local colleges,
universities and professional associations,
and one-third from the Center for Applied
Linguistics. Only 3% of the respondents
indicated that no training is being provided
at all.

Table 37

SOURCES OF STAFF DEVELOPMENT TRAINING
USED BY LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS

(n Is 220)

Source of Staff Training Percent of Programs Using Source

In-house staff 77.7%

State agencies 53.2%

Professional associations 41.8%

Center for Applied Linguistics\ 30.9%

Area colleges and universities 39.1%
Regional agencies r 19.5%

Other source 12.7%

The pattern of staff development activities
again suggests that essentially all local
service providers are engaged in renewal
efforts of one form or another. However,
fewer programs are devoting ORR funds to
these efforts.

Previous analyses identified program
coordination and linkage as one of four
major factors differentiating English
language training programs. In open-ended

questions, state and local providers also
mentioned often the degree of coordination
with community and employment services as a
key factor in the success of refugee English
Language training.

Ninety -four percent (94%) of the state
coordinators responding to the survey
indicated that refugee consortiums or forums
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Services

operate in their states (SF1). The state
level survey also inquired about the degree
of coordination between English language
training and other service agencies (SF2).
Table 38 summarizes the degree of service
coordination perceived by responding state
coordinators and the percentage of states
which require linkage as,a matter of policy.

Table 38

DEGREE OF COORDINATION PERCEIVED AND REQUIRED BETWEEN
ENGLISH LANGUAGE TRAINING AND OTEER SERVICES

Percent of States
Reporting "Close"
or "Very Close"
Coordination

Percent of States
Requiring Linkage

Welfare/cash assistance 32 69* 44%
Health care 36 39% 6%
Job placement 34 85% 32%
Vocational training 34 65% 18%
Counseling/mental health 33 24* 3%

Percent of States
Reporting "Close"
or "Very Close"

Agencies n Coordination
Percent of States
Requiring Linkage

Private industrial council,, 33 24% molo

ETA 35 34%
Job Corps 35 233 TO OM

MAAs 34 381 3%
Local cultural centers 31 13%
Church groups 36 19%
Volags 35 71% 3%

In general, most states do not require
linkages among services and agencies as a
matter of policy. Welfare and job placement
services are the two areas where linkage is
mandated by about one-third of the state
coordinators responding. In terms of
perceived coordination among services,
welfare, job placement and vocational
training were most frequently reported to
have close linkages with English language
training.
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Close ties between English language training
and other specific agencies were less
frequently reported. CETA and mutual
assistance agencies (MAAs) have the most
frequently reported linkages with refugee
English language training.

At the local level, a parallel set of
questions (LE1) inquired about the degree of
coordination with other services and
agencies. Table 39 summarizes the local
service providers' reports of "close" or
"very close" linkages with other services
and agencies.

Table 39

LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS' PERCEPTIONS OP COORDINATION LINKAGES
SEMEN THEIR ENGLISH LANGUAGE TRAINING PROGRAM

AND OTHER SERVICES AND AGENCIES

Services n

Percent Describing Linkage as
"Close" or "Vert Close"

Welfare/cash assistance 214 50%

Health care 215 41%

Job placement 215 63%
Vocational training 216 54%

Counseling /mental health 208 38%

Agencies n

Percent Describing Linkage as
'Close" or "Very Close"

Private industrial councils 176 13%
CETA 209 70%

Job Corps 188 13%

MAAs 159 27%

Local cultural centers 180 23%

Church groups 209 48%

Volags 188 55%
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At the local level, job placement,
vocational training and welfare services are
most frequently linked closely with local
English language training programs. Local
service providers report closer linkage with
refugee-centered agencies--MAAs, local
cultural centers, church groups and
VOlags --than the state coordinators report.

Although many local programs did report
close linkages, it should also be_noted that
a substantial proportion of local service
providers reported the opposite. For
example, although 63% of the programs report
close or very close linkages with job
placement services,-37% did not. Similarly,
half of the respondents did not report
linkages with welfare or vocational training
as being "close" or every close."

The open-ended comments of state
coordinators and local service providers
offers additional evidence about the
importance of service coordination in
refugee English language training programs.
More than 15% 0-f-tize- local service providers
and 20% of the state coordinator offices
specifically noted the availability,
integration and coordination of support
services and agency linkages as being a key
factor to the success of these programs.
Thus, the value of these linkages is
recognized at the provide;: level as an
avenue to program service improvement, but
is far from being implemented across all
programs.
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IV

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMENDATIONS

The purpose of the survey was to provide information about the

extent, nature and effect of the English language training supported by

the U.S. Office of Refugee Resettlement. Beyond the knowledge base which

the survey results provide, the findings suggest avenues for program

improvement. In this section, some conclusions are drawn and

recommendations are offered for enhancing the quality of refugee English

language training. Since the survey is only the first phase of the

overall Study of Refugee English Language Trainin9, many findings are not

yet conclusive but await further evidence being collected in subsequent

phases of this study.

Suggestions are grouped for four audiences: local service Rroviders,

state 7evel administrative agencies, national policy-makers and

organizations enacted in continuing research and evaluation efforts.

A. Local Providers of Refugee English Language Training

At least 327 local agencies provide refugee English language training,

using ORR funds in FY 82. These programs served an estimated 149,890

refugees in FY 82, down roughly ten thousand refugees from the previous

year. About one-fourth of these programs have imposed waiting lists to

limit entry of refugees into English language training. This suggests

that programs are largely functioning at or near an optimum level, i.e.,

enrollment is expanding to fill available course offerings. For example,

if no waiting lists existed, it could mean that `oo many programs were



available. Results indicate that waiting lists are about ten percent of

the total adult refugee enrollment and that nearly one-third of the

refugee students enroll in school within six months of arrival. This

suggests that refugee adults are indeed gaining access to English language

training.

FOr the most part, local service providers are experienced and were

engaged in English language training prior to special refugee funding, but

the majority (60%) of these programs now serve primarily refugee

populations. In fact, 42% of the programs serve refugees exclusively.

These results suggest that local service providers have made a commitment

to serve a significant adult learner population in the nation.

The issues facing local service providers primarily concern the

quality of English language training which can be provided for refugees.

The survey data suggest a number of positive steps which might be taken by

local service providers to enhance refugee English language training:

1. Emphasize the use of qualified, full-time teachers. In this case,

qualified means not only certified with formal training in teaching

English to non-native speakers, but also havng experience with and

sensitivity toward culturally-different peoples.

The use of existing but unqualified full-time staff for teaching

English to refugees must be avoided whenever possible. Similarly,

reliance on experienced but part-time teachers should be minimized.

There are clearly budget and personnel constraints on implementing

these suggestions, and more resources and stability in the funding

8,1
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environment are needed to facilitate this. In any case, staff

qualifications must be the primary consideration in the

implementation of English language training.

2. Design high - intensity instructional programs. Program completion

rates are associated with the number of instructional hours offered

per week. As with the use of full-time, qualified staff, it seems

reasonable that the intensity of instruction should be positively

related to learning.

3. Further differentiate lev5t1s of instruction. Programs have tended to

offer more parallel sections of fewer courses rather than to

differentiate course lave* Although this may increase

accessibility to some degree, it decreases a program's responsiveness

to differing refugee student needs. Differentiation of instruction

is particularly important for tailoring classes to both literate and

preliterate groups--a very common situation today. Furthermore, the

relative e_aphasis given to survival English, employment- related

English and literaw needs to be differentiated across course levels.

4. Promote goal - directed instruction. One difficulty which local

service providers commonly encounter is that of defining purposes and

expectations for their courses of instruction. Although it is easy

to define an overall goal of English language proficiency which leads

to employment and self-sufficiency, it is more useful to delineate

specific learner outcomes for each course offering. In defining such

outcomes, greater program continuity and purpose can be assured.
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5. Focus on program outcomes and success. The survey findings indicate

that local service providers tend to be more oriented to the process

of English language training than to the assessment of student

outcomes and program effectiveness. This is in part due to the

limited state of the art in language proficiency assessment, but also

reflects the absence of goal-directed instruction. If programs focus

on success, it will be easier for them to document their

effectiveness and juscify,their services.

6. Continue program renewal efforts. Staff development, technical

assistance and inter-program coordination all represent methods being

used for the ongoing improvement of program performance. These

efforts not only enhance instructional practices, but also provide

incentives for staff leadership and creativity.

7. Continue to develo and share uidelines and standards for En lish

language training. A good deal of experimentation, development and

innovation has occured at the local level. However, these

developmental activities too often have taken place in isolation:

curriculum materials, staff development activities and student

assessment procedures are designed over and over again independently

in individual classrooms and programs. Practices should be tested

and shared through professional associations and other practitioner

networks.
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B. State Agencies Which Administer and Coordinate Refugee English
Language Training.

Office of Refugee Resettlement social service funds are awarded to

local service providers through purchase of service contracts with the 52

state refugee coordination offices. These state coordinators establish

policies and guidelines for program funding and operations, monitor

program compliance and performance, and provide technical assistance and

coordination across local programs. Issues facing state coordinators

concern the efficiency of English language training for refugees. The

survey findings offer several suggestions for enhancing refugee programs

at the state level:

1. Institute program monitoring procedures which focus on program

outcomes and student progress. Although most state coordinators

monitor local programs for fiscal, compliance and technical

assistance matters, few direct their attention to the assessment of

program impact. Without procedures for measuring program

effectiveness, it is difficult to determine which programs and

practices are most efficient.

2. Continue technical assistance activities which promote prociram

improvement and coordination of services. Most state coordinators

provide technical assistance of one form or another to local service

providers. Continued leadership in individual problem-solving and

group program development activities will help to enhance the

efficiency of English language training program operations.

0
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3. ldot2LleSALLff12EstlistabtrioritiesarvesforrefueeEnlishlanuae

training,. Purchase of service contracts could be tied to specific

program objectives, with outcome measures for assessing program

performance and impact. The characteristics, number and distribution

of refugees to be served can be accounted for as part of the

objective, thereby controlling for differential rates of language

acquisition. Funding formulas could be based upon these objectives.

Limited funds, combined with refugees which have a multiplicity of

educational needs, provide further justification for establishing

service priorities with clearly defined outcome expectations which

can be directly measured.

4. Establish long-term relationships with local service providers to

enhance program stability and continuity. If local service providers

are going to establish and operate effective English language

training for refugees, more program stability is necessary. Policies

and procedures which encourage ongoing institutional relationships

are needed to provide this continuity.

National Policy-makers Who Deal With Refugee Resettlement.

Roughly 43% of the ORR social service dollar in FY 82 was spent.

directly on refugee English language training. This finding is consistent

with previous studies which have found that about 50% of all allocations

to states support refugee programs which provide English language training

and/or employment services exclusively.* ORR social service funds do

*Refugee Resettlement Program: A Report to Congress, U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services, January 31, 1982.
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allow for a wide range of other a4rvices directed toward refugee

resettlement and self-sufficiency. Therefore, an ongoing issue is the

relative service mix of English language training, employment services and

other allowable support services. The issue of service priority for

advancing refugees' economic self-sufficiency is the ongoing concern of

national policy-makers.

Survey results indicate that refugees are gaining access to English

language training within a few months of arrival. Further, the majority

of the refugees move successfully through and complete the English

language training program. The survey was not designed to link the

effects of training with employment services, e .10 loyment and

self-sufficiency. Therefore, the findings cannot determine the direct

effects of English language training on refugee economic

self-sufficiency. This question will be considered by subsequent

research, including later phases of the current study. Sommer, the

survey findings can address a number of issues directly related to the

quality of English language training opportunities for refugees.

1. The Office ofT Refu ee Resettlement s nsors a substantial amount of

English language training for refugees, which is further supplemented

by funds from other sources. ORR- funded English language training

programs served an estimated 149,890 refugees with $29,201,062 in

funds. This represents a cost of only about $200 per refugee

served. In addition, ORR-funded programs expended about $23,059,569

from non-ORR sources for refugee English language training.

Furthermore, the survey did not include English language training

programs which are not supported by ORR. Thus, a major portion of
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refugee English language training funds come from other sources, such

as adult basic education monies. This suggests that both the

national enrollment and expenditure figures cited underestimate the

total English language training provided to adult refugees.

Although both enrollment in and spending on refugee English language

training declined somewhat from FY SI tc FY 82, refugee immigration

to the United States declined slightly during this period, as well.

Overall, English language training services have continued to be

available to refugees as they arrive. \

2. Federal resources should continue to supeo7t technical assistance

services and information which benefit local service providers.

Technical assistance is a common form of prOgram improvement

activity, along with staff development. The Center for Applied

Linguistics has been the most common source of requests for technical

assistanceemisuccessfullIffulfilledErnof ,these requests. These

technical assistance activities enabled English language training

programs to expand their curriculum materials inservice training and

student assessment strategies. As a national center, it performed

more than the function of technical assistance. It also acted as a

clearinghouse for both need-serving and innovative practices, thereby

reducing duplication of effort and promoting the use of promising

practices. Renewed support for such activities will directly benefit

English language training of refugees.
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The continuity of English language training program services should

be encouraged at the federal level. Fluctuations in funding levels

and cycles have made it difficult for local service providers to

establish and operate stable and effective English language training

programs. Ongoing institutional relationshipa'between funding and

provider agencies should be promoted to provide a more stable base

for English Language training services for refugees.

D. Organizations EnTaged in Continuing Research and Evaluation Efforts

As part of ORR's ongoing effort to gain information about the

effectiveness of services and the process of refugee adjustment, ORR has

funded a number of studies over the past two years, in addition to the

present one. The survey results suggest a need for continued research and

development in refugee English language training:

I. Continue research and development efforts to articulate instructional

ob ectives and their associated instructional materials and

asE20ance measures. Although numerous commercial materials are

starting to appear, both curriculum and student assessment materials

remain limited. This limitation is in part due to an absence of a

defined scope and sequence of language skills which are appropriate

for refugee English language training. Preliterate refugees pose a

particular problem in this regard.

0



2. Furthm ex lore the s ific reistionshi between eneral En -lisp

instruction, as

they influence refugee participation and progress in English language

alialmmesmal. The two instructional goals appear to create

interference d sang upon the instructional level of the student.

For example, survey results suggest that an emphasis upon employment

too early in the instructional sequence may be counter-productive.

3. Further explore the. manner in which the organizational

characteristics of the local service provider influences English

language training program cost, focus and performance. English

Language training programs offered by community colleges seem to

diffekfrom those provided by other organizations..

4. Determine the effect of instructional differentiation on refugee

participation and performance. More information is needed regarding

the relative effects of programs which have, several locations and

schedules of offerings to enhance refugee participation, as opposed

to those programs which promote a greater diversification of

instructional content to enhance refugee learning.
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Survey of Zuglish Language Training Pregries
for Asfugees

Provided Through the U.S. Office of Mau** absettlement

&oral Service Provider's
Questionnaire

The U.S. Office of Refugee Resettlement has contracted with the Northwest
Regional Zducational Laboratory to undertake a study of the extent,
nature and quality of 'English language training being provided tar
refugees through the refugee resettlement program. As part of this
study, all ORR Regional Office*, State Caardinataru, and ORR-funded looal
service providers are being surveyed to learn more about the eeteet,
costs, quality and effects of Anglish language training. It is hoped
that the collection and analysis of such information will help the ORR
and RSL practitioners establish useful standards fcc training. in order
to gather complete and accurate information, it is important that each
local program complete the questionnaire.

subsequent parts of this Project's work, will be particularly concerned
with Southeast Mien refagee adults who have recently' arrived with Little
prior eapoeure to Snglieh, Western Culture or formal classroom
instruction. Information collected in this Project will help identify
successful models and practices in English language training for this
population.

The survey consists of tan sections'whicb deal with the following major
topics: (A) The Characteristic* of Your Institution, CS) The Costs of
Refugee Inglish Language Training, (C) Characteristics of the Refugee
student, (D) Program Staff Characteristics, (5) Characteristics of the
Instructional Program, (P) The Mature of Student Departures than the
Program. (C) Assessment of Student Placement and Progress, (M) Linkage
Among Mnglish language Training and Other Mefuges Services, II)
Developing,, Standards and Improving Programs, and a) eucceseful Prpurans
for Southeast Asian Refugees. Most questions atie multiple choler to aid
in your completion of the survey. In completing the survey, please
cualeg with eV iniivIduale you lacer may. .

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call Steve Roder,
Steve Nelson, or Judy inter toll free at 1-SOChS47039 or, La Megan,
call collect at 248-61CO. Thank you for your time is eaeleting us with
this Project.

Per pultrooes of this survey, the term
refugme will refer to those iedividsmis
incleded in the Refugee Act of 19OO as
wall as Maitlan and Cuban eetrantss

9
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Position

Program

Telephone So.

City

County

State

Information identifying you and your institution are being asked on
this page so that we say- conduct necessary follow-up activities. Our
office will physically remove this page from the balance of the
survey so that the confidentiality of your responses can be ensured.
Your responses to this survey will not be released in such a way that
would identify your particular program without your consent.
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A. The Characteristics of Your Institution. In this section, information
in sought about the location, function and nature of ORA-supported
_agencies mm4 institutions wbicb oreeide,FngIieh language training
services to refugees.

1. At what locations does your organization provide English language
training for refugees? )

Primary location only

Primary location and/or , additional sites
limber

2. What is the nature of your organisation?

0 Community college

Vocational-
O technical school

Secondary-school adult
education program

Voluntary agency

Mutual assistance association

Other pr v te nonprofit

)

1:3 Private for profit

Church

Resettlement agency

Other public agency
(Specify)

Other organisation
(Specify)

10.1



3. Considering your entire clientele and overall purpose, what primary
services does your organization provide? tCheck all that apply)

D Aoadealc_preparation

E:1 'Iftcational training

Testing & placement services

Medical services

C:3 Counseling

0 Job placement services

0 cultural orientation

Language training

Spiritual or religious

0 guidance

Adult basic education

0 Resettioment services

Other

4. What percentage of your_ clientele ere refugees?

Current Same Ter* Last Year

5. Did your institution provide English language training prior to the
availability of .fends designated for refugees? Cv/)

E73 wo Yes
(PROCEED TO
QUFSTION 6) (b) ,If yes, has your institution continued to

serve this previous target population? (y')

0 Y4s 0 1143

(c) If yes, how would you say that the
initiation of the funding, designated for
refugee language training has affected the
quality of your overall English language
training program? (V)

Enhanced 1:3 Wo Sffect

Detracted 0 Don't rnow



6. Indicate each service which you; orgmnizaticOwas provided for adult
. refugsea.during the current and precading federal fiscal year. tCheck

all that apply)

(a) Orientation

(h) ESL

(c) Health care provision or referral

(d) Transportation

(e) Interpretation/translation

(f) Child case

(g) Legal

(h) Prevocational training

(i) Vocational training

(j) Job placement

(k) Canter counseling

(I) Mental health counseling

(n) Outreach/referral

(n) Hume management

(o) Housing referral

(p) Social adjusteent

(g) Intake and assessment

(r) Sponsor training

(a) Other

(t) Other

PIT ill PFY 82

103

0
0
0

0
0
0

O 0
O

0
O 0
O 0
O 0
O 0
O 0
O 0
O 0
O 0

o



Considering the services which you have noted above. 743
SALM= OF THE GURVEY ZS SOLELY CONCERNED WITH English
language training for refugee adults. For the remainder of
the survey, 'English language training' means all those
services and programs which emphasize the instruction of the
English language. For examplo, such services could include
English 0 a second language, vocational tnglish as a second
language, vocational and prevocational education, as well as
those guidance and support services which are an integral
port of sash instruction. FOR THE RtHAMDER OF THE SUM,
PLEASE CONSIDER ALL ACTIVITIES WHICH MEET THE MOVE
arstasmu AS YOUR SWT/RE "ENGLISH LANGUAGE TRAINING
PROGRAM."

104
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A. The Celina ofitsfunee English Language Training. Is this section,
information is collected about the various source. of funds for
English language training of rafuges adult*, as em11 as the nature of
the coats of the programs.

e

1. What proportion of the total funds received for providing your English
language training program is expended fort (a) direct instructional
costs. (b) special support service to students, and (c) administrative
or other instputional coets_in the currant and preceding fiscal ysars2

federal
Federal Fiscal Year

Fiscal Year 1982
1981 (Estiftate

(a) Direct Instructional Costs
(instructional staff, eater als
facilitiee8 equipment)

(b) Spacial Esoport Service Costs
(counaaling, placement staff,
transportation, etc)

(c) Adsinietrativa Costs
(administrative personnel,
indirect costs, etc.)

TOTAL 1004 1004

2. What is your cost per student instructional hour of English language
training for refugee students?

Fr4 41 I, per hour

PIN 2 $ par hour
(Eatimated)

3. What is the total amount of funds received from Om Office of refugee
Apsettlement for your English language training pcmgrma in the current
and preceding federal fiscal year?

1,47 41s 4

ITY 82: $
(Estimated for full year)



4s. Were other sources of fords used to suppleaent your (AR-supported
Anglleh language training program for refugee adult* ZJring federal
fiscal years 1961 or 1962? (me)

E:3 No E:3 Yes
MAW= TO
SACTIUN C) (b) Wbat other sources of funds were/are used in

IFY 61 end 7YY 822 (Check all that apply)

Source

Tederal/CRTA

Federal/Job Coxes

federal/Other (Specify)

State/Alit

Atate/othez (Specify)

Private

Your organization's
genera; fonds

Local in-kind

try 61 PPY 92

0

0

0

0 0

o
(c) Approximately what proportion of funds

supporting Your English language training
program for refugee adults is NOT from ORR
in the current And preceding Mal year?

in 61 Percent Non-CAR t

rry 62 Percent lion-CAR

(Estimated)



C. Chairathe lisfu s Student. This seation is corscerned
sThi t 'trtglawserve your :fah logeriatate

program as default% on page 4 of this guestioemeize.

2. What Is the total envolismut of refugee adult etc-dints in your English

language training program during the preceding federal fiscal year and
estimated tee the current tederal fines, yaw :7 (Count a sty d*nt mar.)

than once if enrolled for acre than one tees)

Total pm Ineelleent

Total sly 42 Estimated Enrollment

2. Mow many refugee stuCents war* in attendance in your English language
training program the week of March 2, 194.1 and the weak of
March 1, 19427 _

Attendnce the week of March 2, 1941

*tendance the week of March 1, 1.982

Ilmownv

011111MINMENIM...

3a. Is student eligibility for admiesioas to your refugee English tangnagia

scainingprogrampmioxitised7

1

S° E:3 Yes

(b) Check eaCh category having high priority

and specify any criteria.

(PROCEED TO
QUESTION 14)

Mew arrivals

D Zeployment status

E:3 Bead of household

MouLahold elms

0
E:3 ether (40eeitY)

fox tonic assistance

AMIIMIND ONO.

MMINffgl.=

7

ethos (Specify)

07



4. To what extent are each of the following characteristics used for

differentiating the nature or ltwel of tnglish language :natruction
for indiuiduel refuge' students enrolled in your program? (Chart one

column for each chareoteristito)

Not Slightly Moderately

Stuient Characteristics Considered rtant rtant

(a) Literacy

(Wage

(c) Ethnicity

(d) Sex

(e) SeplOyment status

(f), Academic/vocational
level

Very
rtant

111111111MIN
tg) Present level of

English

(h) ther (Specify)

ss. Is there currently a waiting list of refugees for entry into your

English language training program?

No E:3 tem

(PSOottO TO
QUESTION SEI) (b) On the average, how long mast students wait

before being enrolled into the Program?

weeks

;lc) for the week of March I.-1942, how, many
students were on the welting list?

8

108

students



*a Is your current Inglieh language training progrms designed for or
Eirt,icularil well suited to a vecific sow...tot the refugee
population? (fie) .

E:3 so, It's designed for Ow general adult rmfiNpm population

Yes, it is especially &mated toward the following,kindsof
0 refugee adUltes" (Specify)

7, .1,Sihat are the demographic characteristics' of your refugea students
Auring-the current term rAnd the same tern in the preceding fiscal
year? Please provide the results in the form of percentages, either
e stimated or actual.

Percent of Students Cannot
Satinets-

Current dame Tern 7eformation
CherecterC Term , Last Year No. Available

SIM Melo
Percale

24 or under
25-34
35-44
4S-54
55 and above

N OWMPPIMP

M NIMI

S TSWICITYs vistnamsse

Chioses/Vietnenese
Sheer (Cambodian)
Lao
Mom
Sian
liaitien

t baae
S oviet

Other (Specify)

Contisueed



7. Cantia4Nmk

Characteristics

Porcent of Rtudents

current
Tema

Smse'Tern
Last Year

Cannot
Estimate-

Information
Sot Available

FORMAL Nano
EDUCATION 3 years or lass
IS 4-6 years
COUNTRY 7 -12 years

r ORIGIN: 13 yeses

LITERACY: Lkitsrate ineamis
language

Non-Ilterate w.

LENOIN 0-6 seethe
OF TINE 7!.12 mouths
IN U.S.s 138 immtbe

.

19-24 soothe
257410 mentlis

31-36(moothe
Naas than 3 plass

MIINSIMPP.11.

MaINIMMON

ampamommimp

INFLOv. t RepLoyed full-time
RENT Replayed part-time
WARM: Mat empl,

O. Which of '.,he fallowing items are routinely included in your records of
mauve stulants7 Casa all that Apply)

0
0

0

Raz

U.S. arrival
data

Length of
!Sarin
your pow=

Imployment
atatua

IQ

O Illative language

Mbar languages0 Whim

Previous acbcoling
O prior to U.S.I arrival

Literacy is satireO or other lasgsagas

0 assistance

1.11



D. Characteristics of the tng ILO Canna s Training Pro ram Staff. In
this section, a summary of the number, tockgroned and training needs
of the Sogiish language training program personnel is sought.

L. List the nuaher of staff positions in your current refugee IngIish
language training prograie, including both paid and volunteer positions:

Somber of Positions

Position
PUll*Time

Paid
Part-Time

Paid Volunteer

(a) Adednistrative

Ito) Teachers

(c) Instructional
aides

(d) Tutors

(a) Clerical

If) Special services
staff (e.g.
counselors, job
service, outreach,
etc.)

(g) Other: (Specify)

01111111.

2. Does your current refugee Snglish language training program utilise
bilingual personnel ass (Check all that 07411

teachers

O aides

other (Specify)

O volunteers

O counselors

;44



3. What kinds of training or educational requirements are required and

preferred for an individual_to work as a teacher in your refugee

Inglish language training program On a full.- or parttime basis?

(Cheek all that apply)

--Pert-Time

Teaching Position Teaching Position

Re ired Preferred Fred Preferred

(a) A.A. degree

(b) B.A. degree

(c) Teaching certificate

(d) M.A. degree

(e) ASL certificate

(f) Other specialization or
endorsement (Specify)

(g) neleVant importance
1 year

(h) Relevant experience
2-3 years .N

(i) Relevant experience
4+ years

(j) Other

4. What do you feel. are the most critical staff development needs of your

refugee tnglish language training Instructional personnel?

(a)

(b)

(c)



S. Mho provides inservice training for our refuge* Znglish lancusge
training instructional personnel, (Check all that /Apply).

0

In-house

State agencies

0 Professional association

0 commercial. orga..zationa

0

6. litre OXI twvig used in
;LA ck.ipreibed4g f

FM 82

0

0
0

Center for Applied
Linguistics

Other national technical
mistimes service

aegional agencies

Inservice training
not offered

t y way to suppOri inservice training in the
al fiscal year? 41001

,

0

No

0
7. as your prograa mought technical assistance frau other sourest'

0 " 0
(Met= TO
SXCTUON X)

Yes

1.13



8. What specific kinds of technical assistance was sought? From what

sources wet echnic41 Assistance requested and/or received7 (Check

all that spviyl REL.. Requested; not .11sciavid.

S,
0 :

Kinds of p ck!4Ni7

Technical
Atsistance sm.. Got Re . _Go

Studs t
Assessment 0 0 0 CI 0 0
Application
or 'rant 0 0 0 0 0 0
writing

Staff
inaerte 0 0 0 0 0 0
traininciv

40
Or- qv

46 ea°
g

Z Its ty

V al a, 21 I: re
8 41

Got . Got

Curriculum
design 0 0 0 0 0
Instructional

12 CI 0 1:1 0 1:3matoriels

O 0.

Rilinqual

0 0 0 0 0assistance

Other (Specify) CI 0 CI 0 C3 El

O 0
0

O 0
.D 0



t. Charact es of the instructional Prom!. 'In this section. the
Office of Refugee tesettlonent' Ss particularly interested in the
notable features of your refugee English language training
program - -its scope, intensity and.organisation.

1. What relative emphasis does your refugee Englist language training
program give to each of the following goals? (Check one-column for-

each alternative)

(a) Job Cervices

(b) Deployment

Cc) Survival English

(4) Vocational Inglish

(a) Job-specific Znglisb

(f) Cultural orientation

(g) Bilingual orientation

Eh) Reading/writing English

(i) Literacy training

(J) Other (Specify)

No Little Madonna Heavy
Emphasis Emphasis Emphasis EMeasis

E3

EE1

0
0



Zndiests cosies division*, intensity, enrollment end staffing during
the carmi.nt term.



COURSE INRCLLMENT edam COMPLETION
all sections a sect

TYPICAL STUDENT
TEACHES &ATM
411, not include

a den)

Number of Non-Refuges
Refugees Students
Enrolled Enrolled

Number of Refugee
Students **plating

Course or Course Levine

Nilmber of

Students per
Teacher

:1

:I

17

*

4



3. Cd the refugee student, who onrola in your previa, what percent/
testimete) eventually co:clots the entire refugee 1%410 len2uage
training prorate

4. ?or those students who do complete the program, estimate the average
number at calendar months spent in your program.

.1.11

5. In offering specific courses of instruction during each tees, the
student: iv')

0 may enroll and enter the class at any time during the term.

0 may enroll am. enter the class only at its onset..

0 may enroll as space becomes available

118



F. The Mature of litudiveLasanalmfromr__JanlIE2am. Students leave 4
progree for avarifety of moms. lo this section. the frygumncy and
circumstances of refuges adult student departures are nought.

L. On the average, what percept of enrolled refugee obdurate leave your
MmgLish language training progrun during or at the end of each tees?

2. What percentage of the students who leave daring or at the sod of the
term do so for tbs following reasons*

empioyeent

I move *way

a coepleted program

enrol& is vocational training

S continue is regular academic propos

4 other

4 unknown

rJ
19



O. nesssaarnt of 9Cudant Placement and Pte. fn this /section, the
various methods end standards for aessasing refuges student needs !ad
progress ars explored.

1. What formal or informal methods are used to pls.sa refugee students at
the appropriate level of instruction in the English language training
program? (Check all that apply]

Published, standardized examinations

C:1 Locally developed tests

0 luformal observation/interviews with student

0 Other (Specify)

C:3 No particu/sr method used

2. What formal or Worsel methods are used to evaluate the progress of
refuges students within the English language training program? Mock
ail that apply)

Animal, oral examinations

E:3 Published, standardised examinations

E:3 Locally developed tests

C:3 Observation of classroom performance

0 Mastery tests built into structured curriculum

0 Informal interviews and observations

o Other (Epeoify)

C:3 Mona

20



tF

3. rite common stnndards or deflations exiet "wrests vegras for,
identifying or weesuring levels of gnglish profiefaecy. Yet, Le is
essential that Information can he gained about the rata nt which

istudantealmAse the tnilian lame: Devitt, this
lack of con:inims, 111**, practitioners hove consifteehle experience
with recent 7efugews' acquisition of Seglish. Welmish to tap this
babz of everionce.,

Tv.$ guide end 'structure the collection of this lanreatien, three
levels of language proficiency have been behaviorally defined along
with profiles of four refugee students. lased ion the experiences
which you and your instructional staff have had with awn type of
student, please provide en estimate of the aufater of instructional
hours required for each to achieve the three dafirei levels of
proficierrys

Student

4a) m. is a SO-year old women from
a preliterate group, who came
to the U. S. in 1920, after
spending three years in a
refugee camp. She 4o not
read or write in her own or
any other Language, and does
not speak any but her native
language. dhe was a farmer
it her country, and Americen
culture is totally now to
her. She has a large family
and, outside AWL cases: has
few contacts with ingliah
apialcar I

C
O
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g



"N
ur

vi
vs

.l.
" 

(e
.g

. c
an

 ta
ke

th
e 

bu
s,

 c
ou

nt
 m

on
ey

, g
at

he
lp

 in
 e

ve
rg

an
cl

us
)

C
an

 c
ar

ry
 _

oa
t s

im
pl

e
co

nv
er

sa
tio

ns
 in

 tI
ng

iis
h

on
 n

eu
ra

l t
op

ic
s 

w
ith

cq
ua

in
ta

nc
as

ca
n 

lo
ok

 te
r 

a 
S

ob
 o

n
"

hi
s/

he
r 

or
es



Staldent

g 6 2 0 Mot 0
4; C V 14 A

tot et
X 4 wl

8: 4. Ai It

41 2
w

t
8 t0

U
pi

C g
1' .8

m uc0w0 e 8

(c) K. is a 24-year.old maa who came
hero in 1940 from a mediuwaired
city. Me was a radio operator
in the military. Me went to schoo

for 4 Ymnrn, where he learned to
read and write in his own language
Cefore be came to the U. S., M.
studied inglish for 12 weeks in a
refugee camp. but he has never
studied any other second language.
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H. Linkage Among English Language Training and Other Refugee Services

1. May close at the local. level are the links and coordination between
your English language training and each of these other services

. provided for refugees? Please rate the degree of coordination between
English language training and each of the other services/service
providers below:

Degree of Coordination

None Little Moderate Close Vet. Close

COORDINATION WITH OTHER SERVICES;

Welfare/cash assistance

Health care

Job placement

Vocational training

Counseling/mantel health

Other (Specify)

O 0 D 0 0
O 0 0 0 0
O 0 Q 0 0
O 0 0 0 0

El 0 0
O 0 0 0 0

COORDINATION WITH MIER AGENCIES;

PICs (private
industrial councils)

CETA

Job Corps

NAM

Local 'cultural centers"

Church groups

Volage

Other (Specify)

0

0
0
0
0

0

25 125

O 0
O 0

0
O 0
O 0

0
0

O 0



I. DavelopingLendards and Improving: Programs. In this section, we risk

information about the types of standards and guidelines your program
now has and whether you feel they could be woefully and feasibly

inassented.

1. Type of Written Standards
or Guidelines

instructional materials/Methods

staff training and qualifications

coat per student hour

program design (e.g. levels of
instruction, student/teacher
ratio, etc.)

WMOSSMOAt

program evaluation

prioritising student entry

126

If Wo,
Could Statewide
Standards and
Guidelines be

Currently Usefully and
!mist in Feasibly

Your Program? implemented?
Yes No Yes No

16

O D 0 0
0 CI

O 0 0
O 0 0

O 0 0 0
O 0 0 0
0 0 O 0
O 0 0



J. ce sful P ass for Southeast Asian Ref . 2n sUbsagUent

p es of the study, we will be closely examinimeraglish language
training programs which are particularly effective for Southaatt 'Wen
refugees. To help us plan this work, please answer the following
questions.

1. 2n your opinion, what are the eajor factors which contribute to the
success of English language training programa specifically designed
for recently arrived Southeast Asian refugees with little previous
education? (polease list)

2. In your opinion, what are the eajor factors which inhibit the success
of English language training prowrams for Southeast Asian refugees
with little previous education? (please List) ,...

as
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APPENDIX 13

STATE INATORSI QUESTIONNAIRE
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Porn Approved
OAS No. 0960-0273
Sopires 9-30412

Survey of taglish Language Training Programa
for Refugee Adults ,

Provided Through the U.S. Office oriefuges-Seasttlement

State Coordinator's
chtesti

The U.S. Office of Rafugee Ineettlement has contracted with the storthwest
Onions' iducational Laboratory to undertOS a study of the octants
nature am& quality of Staglish language training being provided for
refugees through the refugee resettlement program. As pert of this
study. all ORR Regianal Mims, State Coordinatorss,and Ohio- funded local
service providers are belay surveyed'to learn more about the sstsat.
costs, quality and effect* of Ilaglish language training. It is hoped
that the collection sad analysis of such WormatiOm will kelp the Opt
end ESL preatitiossers,establish useful standards for training. IN order

to gather complete and accurate Wormation, it Lis important that sarh
State Coordinator complete t2 questiminaire.

Sobsequent parts of this Project's work, will be particularly concerned
with Southeast Mimi" refugee adults who have recently arrived with little
prior (topcoats to Xeglish, Western Culture or formal classroom
Instruction. Zaforeatioa collectad in title Project will help identify
euccesafta models and practices is Isaiah language training for this
population.

The questionnaire consists of seven sectioas which dial with the
following major topicsl IA/ Program Description, (S) State
Polley-,Rtudent Participations (Cl State Policr,ApPlicatices a
Allocations, (D) State Aulicy..+110aitoring i *valuation, Stat.
Policy.-standerds. (10) Linkage among Zsiglith Liingusge ?reining and Other

refugee services, and (G) Zuglish Language Training for Southeast Asian

Sofuctoos Soft Tasticos are uoltiple choice to aid in your completion

of the survey. la coppleting the starver,,please costar with may
isdividnals dammed asosaaary.

If you have sop questicas, please do sot hesitate to cell Stave Seder.
Steve %ammo or Judy Aster toll free at I-SO0-547-1133, ors La Oregoo.
call coil.. , at 245 m000. Mash you for your time is assisting us with
this Project.

Por pawpaw of this earvey, the team
"refugee* a= wafer to those individuals
included is the Refugee Act of 1950 as

well as Ileitis* and OUbas entrants.
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State

Name of Person Completing Questionnaire

Title

Telephone No.

Address
IOW

A. Program Description

I. Indicate the amount of money from each source spent statewide
tnglish language training for refugee /adults:

Source of Funds
Amount
!TY 91

Amount
m12
(Ust. for
full year)

(a) ORR

(b) A1 4-------

(c) Other State (Specify)

(d) =TA 4

(e) Private foundations

(f) Voluntary agencies (VOLACS)

(g) Mutual Assistance Association o (Masi $

(h) Other

SUBTOTAL

(i) istimated value of donated and in-kind
contributions from participating
institutions in support of Inglish
Language training

MOM

4

TOTAL

1

$ 4

13i



2. Estimate the statewide number of volunteer hours donated tel refugee'

English language training:

PVT 81 ...vmsmniarilmaaMMINI.,

Pry 82

3. Itstinate the number of refuges adults in the State receiving tnglish

Language training:

Southeast Asian

Cuban

Haitian

Soviet

Other

!FY 81

Fry 82
(Zatimate for full year,

amsImmi.mm.

4. Mow many refugees were actively participating in tnglish language

training programs for the make below:

March 2, 1981

March 1, 1982

S. On the average, what is the present coat per instructional hour per

refugee student for adult tnglish Language training in the State?

$

1 3 2

1

2



B. *tine ?Insp.-Student Participation

la. Is there a state policy which establishes the priority for admissions

into an English language trainin3 Program?

12 No
17.-.3

Yes

(PROCEED TO
QUESTION $2) p(b) Check each category having high

i

1

priority and 'pacify any criteria.

Epliew arrivals

ErEnployment status

0 Head of households

Cillousahold size

ElEligibiLIty for public assistance

Oft

C:ICkher

00ther

2. Currently, are there limits imposed by State policy on the length of

time refugee students may participate in English language training

prograas under each of the following conditions?

(a) Daytime English language
training while on welfare

(b) Hours per week of English
language training while on
welfare

if yes, what is the

Xs there a limit .on length of

limit? orticipation?

Yes tio

Yea 1

(c) Tots' amount of Inglith The IO

language training allowed

(d) Other The Ile



3. After what 24mith o residence in your Mate or in the U. S. is s
refugee required to actually peek work in order to receive cash
assistance,

0 Uo requirement
(PROMO TO
ItCrio= C)

13

0 Tee. The requirement is

1.



C. State !only*-SppILeations and Allocations

1. Does your State specify policies about how such Mooney is allocated
statewide for taglish language training?

O No
(PROCEED 'YO

QUESTZON 02)

2. what percentage of
directed toward
vocational English

0 Yea
(b) If yes, what percent of ORR social

service funds is directed toward
tnglish language training?

farads spent for tnglish language training is
swAlitypes of taglish language training (e.g..

gm training, survival Inglish, etc.)?

%VAS Of English Language Training Percent

3. What institutions may access Oldeasey for providing 'Mellish language
training? (Chick all that app1

non-profit organisational

I:1 public institutions

state agencies

O sole-service providers

O profit organisations

O other

4. What type of service procurssent procedures are utilised? (Check all

that apply)

0 request for proposals

0 unsolicited proposals

135.

suggest for bids

other



5. Era contractors permitted to subcontract for Inglish Language training?

loo 0 Yes

6. Does your State policy set priorities for allocating money for English

language training to geographical areas?

No
(PROCEED
QUESTION 17)

0 Yes

(b) What are they? (Check all that apply)

0 unemployment rate

0 general population density

0 refugee concentration

[pother (specify)

7. Do you have a funding formula for supporting English language training?

0 N°
0 Yes, (specify)



S. Does you; state specify priorities for the goals of English language
training programa for refugo's?

Olio
(13Ruil!D TO

NUT SECTIOU)

yes

(h) What relative emphasis doss your state
policy give to each of the following goals?
(Check one column for sack alternative)

No Little Moderate Heavy
Emphasis Emphasis !Emphasis Eliphasis

Ea) Job sarvices

(b) Employment

Cc) Survival English

(d) Vocational English

(4;) Job - specific English

(f) Cultural orientation

(q) Silinqual orientation

(h) Asiaiingturiting English

(1) Literacy training

(j) Other (Specify)

O 000O 000O 000O 000O 00000000000O 000O 000O 000

7 137



D. State Polic-Monitoring and Evaluation --4
la. 00f$ your State monitor English language training programs for

refugees?

No 0 Yes
(PACCUO TO
QUESTIOH 12) (b) What types of monitoring or evaluation

procedures do you use? (Check all that
apply)

El audit

O cost/benefit

0 compliance

0 technical assistance

o impact

O other (specify)

(c) This is required of s (Check all that apply)

O all programs

O some programs

0 other (specify)

lad
8



2. Information Gathering. Information from Znglish languegmtraining
programa could be used to document program operatics* and
effectiveness. Tice purpose of this section is to fled out. what
infommation is currently collected.

Information

program Description

1. Goals

2. Student placement. procedures

3. materials used

4. Instructional methods

5. Procedures used for diagnosing student
needs a monitoring student progress

6. Student :Instructor ratio

7. Coordination with vocational training
activities i other employment related
programs

8. Number of instructional hours per week

9. Course offerings

10. setting

11. Lavoie of itual-UCtiOtb

12. Technical assistance used

13. In- service training for staff

14. Other( (specify)

9

Is this information
currently collected
from service provider*
by the State?

No Yes

0

0

O 0
O 0

O
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2. Continued

Information

Program Outcomes

1. Design used for evaluating program outcomes

2. Tests or other instruments used for
evaluating program OUtCCMela

3. Program evaluation results

4. Tests used to evaluate student.progvalve

S. Others (specify)

Characteristics of Students (Nerved

Mambere

2. Sthnic/ousder/age composition

3. Previous edUcstion

Previous Literacy

S. loglish ability at program entry

6. Ssployment status

7. Public assistance statue

S. Others (OPecifY)

10

Is this information
currently collected
from service providers
by the State?

$o fee



2. Continued

InfLzmation

Is this information
currently collected
from service providers
by the State?

No Yea

Funding/Costs

1. From ME

2. From other federal sources-

3. From state sources

S. From private sources

S. Equivalent of in-kind services (volunteers,
donated facilities, etc.)

6. Cost per student

7. Cost per instructional hour

S. Others (specify)



E. Developing Stsndar4a and Droving Progress. One of the major goals

of the study is to identify- factors which hcontribUte to or detract

from the success of Inglish language training programs for refugees.

In this section, we seek information about the types of standards an

guidelines your program now has, And whether you perceive a,need for

new or improved standards or guidelines in various areas.

1. 'Type of Written Standards
or Guidelines

4 4.
014 lo)

CPS 1
AelV

4, 0
o AL S

Nr 4
4.r e Of. ii irte

e 7 e
Yes No Yes No Yes N

instructionaImaterialsimethods

staff training and qualiticiaoms

cost per student hour

program design (e.g. levels of

instruction, student/teacher
ratio, etc.)

student asseamment

program evaluation

prioritising student entry

other

O
D

El 0
O

0

2. In order to receive DOA funding, with what specific contractual

conditions must the service providers comply?



Approeimataly bow-wasnr:requests did your State office rsceive for
technical assistancs to leglish language training local service
providers during the past 12 nosths7"

4. Vhat-SpeCific kinds of technical assistance were sought? What action
did your agency take in response to thess requests? tChect all that
APPLY)

!Kinds of

Tichnical
Assistance as 1

Actions Taken

Student
Assessment

Application
or grant
writing

Staff
inservice
training

Curriculum
design

Instructional
materials

Si Lingual

assistance

Other (Specify)

4

1 11'
g a

st$.4 "
I.1 C Pe 1,.

a

a.s s
0 114

b
0 .6 *I fa

1 i 4; A 44. : ftk se s SI

116P .4 > ri g 41liE ill 8 !!!

0 0 0
0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0
O 0 0 0
Q E3 0 0 0
O 0 0 0 E3

S. Did your State use OAS funds for providing technical assistance to
local program0

0 tip

143



P. Linkaie Amon3 11112114h Language Training and Other Refugee Services

1. Describe any existing refugee forums or service consortf.ums in your

2. Row close at the State level are the Links and coordination between

Logliehlanguage training and each of these other services provided

for refugees? Please rate the degree of coordination between Itnglish

language training and each of the other servicssiservice providers

below:

Degree of Coordination
Policy
Requires

Mono Little Moderate Close Vs Close Linkan

COORDINATION MTV OMR SSRVICSA:

Wilfere/cash assistance

Health care

Job placement

Vocational training

Counmaingimental health

Other (Specify)

0 O 0 0
12 II 0 0
0 E:3

0 II 0
0 0 0 0

COORDINATION MTN OTRXR AGSNCIZSI

PICs (private
industrial councils)

CITA

Job Corps

MAU

Local °cultural centers"

Church groups

Volags

Other

II
II
II
II

0 0 0 0

O II 0 0 0 0
0 D 0 0 II 0

0 0 0 0
O 0 0 0

0 0 0 0
O II 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0
II El 0 0

14
14



%

G. Successful Programs for Southeast Asian 2n subsequent
TAxees of the stuty, we will be closely examining Uglish language
training progress which are particularly effective for Southeast Asian
refu *es. To help us plan this work, please answer the following
guest one.

la. Can you recommend any competency .based Inglish language tests for
Southeast Asian refugees with little-educational background used in
your State?

MIIMI110

No Yes, specify=.
(b)

2. 2n your opinion, what are the 'major factors which contribute to the
success of Snglish language training programs for Southeast Asian
refugees with little educational background? (please list)



Zn your opinion, what ars the major trators which inhibit the success
of Znglish lanquage training programs 14 Southeast *Sian rafogas with

little educational background? (please 17t)

a. Please name specific Southeast Asian refugee English language tr ning

programa which you feel are particularly successful and ixespliary .

including comments about their unique Naturals. (please liet1

_......rte

alIIMIPPWMW=MM.

.11,..011D

146
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APPENDIX C

ORR IRGIONAL OFFICE QUESTIONNAIRE

147
95



Serve*, of leglish Language Training 'votive'
_ , _ for sefugef_Adults

Provided Itrouth the OffiCe of Refuges Remettlemest

OILS Regional Office
Questionnaire

The U.S. Mice of Refugee Resettielent has ocntracted 'With the Northwest

Regional Illuoatiosal laboratory to undertake a study of the extant,

nature and quality of English leinguete training being provided for

refuges* through the refugee resettlement program. As part of this

study, all OILS Regional Maces, State Coordinators, and ORR-funded local

service providisis are being surveyed to learn more "bout the extent.

costs, quality end effects of Inglish language trsining. It is hoped

that the oalIection sad analysis of such information will help the ORA

and *SL practitioner' establish useful standards for training. In order

to gather complete and eccurate information, it is isportant that each

Regloael Mice omspiete the-guestionnaiss.

Z4.c....4i.iat karts of this Project's work will be particularly concerned

with Southeast Asian refugee adults who have recently :r: [vied with little

prior exposure to English, Western Culture or tarsal gleam=
instructioa. Information collected in this Project will help identify

successful models asdpractices in English language training for this

-pcguistion.

The questionnaire oonsists of five sections which .feel with the following'

major topics* (Al Program (operations, (A ire Role of the OAK Motional

Offices, IC/ Developing Standards and Inproving Programs, (D$ Recommended

Monitoring Systea, eine SocceseCul Programs for SOulseast Asian

sinfognen. most OMmtions are multiple choice to aid in your copletion

of the survey. In completing,the survey, please confer with aey

individuals deemed meoesaasy.

If you have ary questions, please do not hesitate to call Steve Ardor.

Stays Nelson, or Judy Art= toll free at l-500- 547 -1,339 or, in or0900,

dell collect at 24$ 4SOD. Thank you for your time in assisting us with

this Project.

I---

For purposes of this survey, the term
*refuges° will refer to those individuals
included in the Refugee Act of 1950 as,
well as Maitien sad Cuban entrants.

.4

5.

r.



Program Operations.

1. How many linglish language training programs serving refugees are'

°pirating within your region and how many refugees did they serve at

yeas?

Total Humber of
Local Progress
(YTY 81)

Total Humber of
Refugees Served
(ITY VI)

2. Approximately how many requests did your Regional Office receive for

technical asmisance to Inglish Language training programs during the

past 12 months?' (state or local)

1149
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S. The Role of the ORR Ra /coal Offices. This section is designed to

c racterize t present'role of ORR Regional Offices and to gather

your perceptions about bow the ORR Regional Offices could best be

integrated into a total English language training network.

1. Please describe the roles which the Regional Office fill in relation

to ORR-related state .agencies.

,,allimmor

.....
2. Pleas. describe the roles which the Regional office fill in relation

to loci! providers of English language training services for refugees.

3
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6. Use, the 'Pace below for *m comments or suggestions you have concerning
the swig of the OAR Regional Office in the proeinion network for Inglish
language.traleing for refugees.



C. Deeae2 i ftendard sad ann. Ome of the major goals

of the study is to ident f ors which contribUte to or detract

from' the success of foolish language training program for refugees.

Is tis section, we seek isformatics about the types of Genindardn and

guidelines which mist within your region, and whether you perceive a
need for mew or improved standards or guidelines in various areas.

Currently exist
in your States?

Pill in the name of each
State in your region is
the 'pace provide&

1. Type of Written
Standards or
guidelines

re
. b4

.00 ea0
re: 117

k000. k ).072
r+ Q

as
Tee So Te#t No

igurtructicsal
methods

staff training and
qualiticatioes

oost per
student hoar

program 484441 (*.go,
levels of initructics,
student/teacher ratio,
etc.

student asainument

program waluatios

prioritising student
emery

other

O 00000000 0 0 0
O 00000000 0 0 0
O 00000000 0 0 0
O 00000000 0 0 0
C100000000 0 0 0
0000 000 0 0
O 0000000 0 0
O 0000000 0 0

6
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D. Information Gathering. information from togIlsh ihaligaga training
progress could be used to documesm program cps rlit.i111111 and
effectiveness. The- purpose of this section is to flag out whet
Leftmost Loa is currently collected tad to elicit yew recommendations
as to what Lefonnation could be asefolly sad feasibly collected fros
programs and states.

Inform:tie

Pro27411 Description

I. Goals

to

C 0ie

0

44.
or Iv.11Clug
.2 ;

sass
:o2:

g I

Yea, but
only for

saes
States Yes No Yes

0
2. Student placement procedures

3. Pieter/ale used

4. Instructional methods

5. Procedures used for
diagnosing student steeds &
sonitoring *student prworesse

O 0 0 0 0 0
o 0 o0 00

0 0 0 0 0
o 0 0 0 E:1 0 E:1
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Information

characteristics of Students Served

1. Numbers

2. tthnicieendWage composition

3. Previous education

4. Previous literary

S. In lish ability at pregran
entry.

6. Seployment status

7. Public assistance status

S. Other (specify)

Bing /Costs

1. Prom CU

2. From other federal sources

3. pros state sources

Pros private sources

S. equivalent of in-kind
Services (volunteers, donated
facilities, eta.)

6. goat per student

7. Cost per ilistrurtions1 hour

. Other (specify)

Yes, but
only for

same
States Yes

0 0O 0 0
O o 0O 0 0
L: O 0
O 0 00 0
O 0 0
O 0 0
O 0 0
O 0 0
O 0
O 0
O 0 0
O 0 0
O 0 0

No Yes Was

0
O 0
00
O 0
O 0
O 0
0 0

o

O 0
O 0
O 0
CO
o

O 0
D O

O 0
0 0
O O
1:3 0

0
012
O 0 E: CI
0 0 0Q

O 0
O 0
O 0
O 0
D O

O 0



What eluousee as an tfficient Plo of Information?

C. Who mores?

All States

0 Representative sample of service provider: An the region

0 All service providers in the region

Other

b. Row often could information be feasibly collected?

0 Quarterly

0 Rawl - annually

0 Annually

0 Other

3. Use the apace below if you have other comments/concerns about a data

collection system.

1543
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Successful use fOr t___Elouheart Asian' s. In subsequent
p of (Teastudy, w viii enamining lIglish language
training programs which are particularlz effective for Southeast Asian
refugees. To help us plan this work, please armrest the following.
question*.

1. In your opinion, what are the major factors which contribute to the
success of Inglish language training proq$*a for southeast Alain
refugees with Little educational background? (please list)

4.11=11!IIIV .4ImmlMummr



2. in your opinion. what are the ma5or factors which' inhibit the success

of Snglish language training program* for Southeast Asian

little educational background? (please listl

efugee with

4101.11.

3. Pleas. name specific Southeast Asian refugee Xnglish language training

programs which you feel are particularly successful and aweaplary,

including coment* about their unique features. (please list)

12
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APPENDIX D

mamma TAMES OP KEY =GUSH LANGUAGE
TRAINING nomayt CEARACTERISTICS

1 Normative distribution of the author of locations at which organizations
provide refugee English language training (TAI)

2 Normative distribution of the percentage of local service providers'
clientele who are refugees in FY 82 (L&4)

3 Normative distribution of the cost per refugee student instructional hour
in IT 82 082)

4 Normative distribution of the number of full-time teachers employed in
English language training programs (LD1)

5 Normative distribution of the number of part-time teachers employed in
English language training programs (LD1

6 Normative distribution of the number of course levels offered concurrently
by local service providers (LE2)

7 Normative distribution of the average number of hours per day a class is
offered by local service providers (LE2)

8 Normative distribution of the average weeks per term classes are offered
by local service providers (L82)

9 Normative distribution of the number of students per teacher in English
language training classes (LE2)

10 Normative distribution of the percentage of English language training paid
teachers who are full-time (LD1)

11 Normative distribution of the percentage of English language training
program funds directly devoted to instructional cOsts (LB1)
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Table 1

NORNATIVZ DISTRIBUTION OP TEE NUMBER OP LOCATIO AT MUCH
ORGANIZATIONS PROW= RRIMGRE INGLLSN LANGUAGE TRAINING

(n w 226)

Locations Percent of Programs Cumulative Percent

1 44 44

2 20 64

3 10 74

4 8 81

5 6 87

6 4 92

7 2 93

8 1 95

9 1 96

10 1 96

11 4 100
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Table 2

NOANATIVE DISTRIBUTION OP T PERCENTAGE OP LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS'

CLIENTELE WHO ARS REFUGEES IN FY 82

(Ti- 159)

Percent of
Clientele Refugee

Percent of
Programs

Cuulative Percent
of Programs

1-9 20 20

10-19 6 26

20-29 3 29

30-39 34

40-49 3 37

50-59 2 39

60-69 3 42

70-79 2 44

80-89 5 49

90-100 51 100

I00 163
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Table 3

NORNikTIVE DZSTICBUTION OP TEE COST PER
MUGU STUDENT INSTRECTIONAL UR IN ry 82

(n an 150)

Cost Per Student Instructional Percent of Programs Cumulative Percent

Less than $1.00 10 10

$1.00 to $1.99 27 37

$2.00 to $2.99 22 59

$3.00 to $3.99 9 68

$4.00 to $4.99 7 75

$5.00 to $5.99 2 77

$6.00 to $6.99 1 78

$7.00 to $7.99 2 79

$8.00 or sore 21 100
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Table 4

NORMATIVE DISTRIBUTION OF THE NUMBER OF FULL-TIME

TEACHERS EMPLOYED IN ENGLISH LANGUAGE TRAINING PROGRAMS

(n o 215)

Number of Full-Time Teachers Percent of Programs umulatiVe Percent

None 57 57

1-4 32 89

5-9 8 97

10-14 1 98

15-19 1 99

20 or more 1 100

Table 5

NORMATIVE DISTRIBUTION OF THE NUMBER OF PART -TIME
TEACHERS EMPLOYED IN ENGLISH LANGUAGE TRAINING PROGRAMS

Number of Part-Time Teachers

(n 210)

Percent of Programs Cumulative Percent

None 27 27

1-4 42 69

5-9 21 90

10-14 6 96

15-19 1 97

20 or more 3 100

I
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Table 6

NORMATIVE DISTRIBUTION OP THE NUMBER OF COURSE LEVELS
OPMEDCONZURRENTLY BY LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS

(n - 195)

Number of Course Levels Percent of Programs Cumulative Percent

1 14 14

2 12 26

3 21 47

4 14 61
1

5 11 72

6 8 80

7 5 85

8 5 90

9 5 95

10 1 96

11 or more 4' 100

1 ©3 166



Table 7

NORMATIVE DISTRIBUTION OF THE AVERAGE NUMBER-OF HOURS PER

DAY A CLASS IS OFFERED BY LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS

(n 192)

Hours Per Day 1110.11.L2LEMENE Cumulative Percent

1 4 7

2 28 32

3 44 76

4 44 88

5 7 95

6 4 99

7 1 100

Table 8

NORMATIVE DISTRIBUTION OF THE AVERAGE NUMBER OF WEEKS PER TERM

CLASSES ARE OFFERED BY TOTAL SERVICE PROVIDERS

(n m.179)

Weeks Per Term LemunalLELEEMEEEE Cumulative Percent

1-9 8 8

10-19 53 61

20-29 12 73

30-39 6 79

40-49 6 85

50 or more 15 100
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Table 9

NORMATIVE DISTRIBUTION OF THE NUMBER OP STUDENTS PER
TEACHER IN ENGLISH LANGUAGE TRAINING CLASSES'

(in a 182)

Umber of Students
Per Teacher Percent of Programs Cumulative Percent

1-4 7 7
5-9 12 19

10-14 23 42
15-19 23 65
20-24 18 83
25-29 10 93
30-34 3 ..---*6-

35-39 1 97
40 or more 3 100

Table 10

NORMATIVE DISTRIBUTION OF THE PERCENTAGE OF ENGLISH
LANGUAGE TRAINING PAID TEACHERS WHO ARE FULL -TINE

(n is 206)

Percent of Teachers
Full-Time Percent of Programs Cumulative Percent

0 55 55
1-9 4 59

10-19 3 62
20-29 5 67
30-39 2 69
40-49 3 72
50-59 5 77
60-69 1. 78
70-79 2 80
80-89 1 81

90-100 19 100

105 1 68



Table 11

NORMATIVE DISTRIBUTION OP TEE PERCENTAGE OP ENGLISH LANGUAGE
PROGRAM FUNDS DIRECTLY DEVOTED TO INSTRUCTIONAL COSTS

(n 177)

Percentage of Funds
for Instruction aEsentJaElisatea

1

Cumulative Percent

1-9 1

10-19 1 2

20-29 1 3

30-39 7 10

40-49 8 18

50-59 10 28

60-69 11 39

70-79 16 55

80-89 18 73

90-100 27 100
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APPENDIX E

SURVEY MET1VDOLCGY

A. Specific Procedures

The survey development procedure \consisted of five major steps;

Step -Develop Plan for collecting ii5mprehensive Descriptive Data

Early in the study, meetings were hell with ORR officials to review the

preliminary study design, discuss issues related to the work and outline study

questions. Curing a subsequent genies of project staff meetings, some of

which included 4 team of consultants having expertise in the administration of

English language training programs for refugees, the overall plan for the

survey was developed. Suggestions provided by numerous state and regional

offices were drawn upon in developing the study.

Step Two- -Compi's List of English Language Training Service Providers

One major unanticipated problem was obtaining a comprehensive list of

local service providers. In the original work plan, the Office of Refugee

Resettlement was to provide a list of what they estimated to be 250 local

service providers. Such a comprehensive list of ORR-funded English language

training programs had never been established before at the national level.

The list was to include English language training providers who had been

supported by ORR in either FY 1981 or FY 1982. Although the approximate

number of ORR contracts for services was known at the Atate level, the total

number of agencies which directly provide ORR- supported service to refugee

adults could not be readily ascertained. In many states, large contractors

(e.g., state agencies) were not the direct service providers, since they
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subcontracted to, or otherwise funded, other agencies to provide direct

cervices.

Through a series of additions, deletions and revisions to the original

list, a sailing list was developed. Although questionnaires were mailed to

389 agencies, only 327 proved to be bona fide ORRfunded providers of English

language training for the purposes of the survey.

Step Three--Develop Survey Instruments

The three (local, state and regional) survey instruments were developed

and field tested with a small sample of each target population. The

questionnaire design work involved four stages. First, study questions and

issues were solicited from the Office of Refugee Resettlement. Second, a team

of consultants representing both state and local programs was organized to

help staff generate items for each study question and to suggest appropriate

response formats for each item. Third, these items were reviewed, refined and

compiled into draft versions of the survey instruments. Fourth, the draft

instruments were reviewed and field tested at the local, state and regional

level, as well as by the Office of Refugee Resettlement. Final revisions were

made to the questionnaires on the basis of the field test and the material was

submitted for mandatory clearance by the federal Office of Management and

Budget (OMB) .

Step Four--Conduct the Survey

The distribution of surveys to the local, state and regional offices

occurred in four steps: (1) Upon receipt of (4B clearance, a letter was

distributed to each regional office, state and local service provider advising

1.08



them of the impending arrival of the survey questionnaire (mailed March 16,

1982). (2) The questionnaires were mailed to each lespondent with a cover

letter and prepaid return envelopes (March 18, 1982). (3) Three weeks later

(April 13, 1982), a follow -up letter was distributed to all recipients

thanking them for their cooperation and asking those who had not yet responded

to return the completed questionnaire. A second copy of the questionnaire and

a prepaid, return, envelope was enclosed in case the first had not arrived or

had been misplaced. (4) Finally, follow -up telephone calls were made on April

22-23, 19b2 to those recipients who had failed to reply to determine if

assistance was needed in completing the survey and to encourage their

response. Questionnaires completed and returned by May 20, 1982 have been

included in results presented in this report.

Step Five--Analyze and Interpret the Findings

The analysis of the findings occurred in six steps. First, computer

programs for the analysis and tabulation of the data were developed and

debugged. Second, survey responses were coded, keypunched, verified and

entered into the computer system. Third, preliminary analysis of the data was

conducted to generate initial answers to each study question. Fourth,

additional analyses were conducted as warranted. Finally, written

descriptions of the overall results of the survey were prepared.

The analysis of the survey responses was organized with respect to each of

the study questions. The results are described using measures of central

tendency, variation, and inter-item association. In some cases, comparisons

and contrasts among respondent groups are appropriate, particularly for

identifying discrepant perceptions within the service delivery system.
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B. Instrumentation

The three questiozraires are presented in Appendices A-C. The

questionnaires consist of a combination of open-ended and structured items

across a series of topic areas. Wherever possible, multiple - choice items were

utilised for ease of both completion and tabulation.

The ORR Regional Office questionnaire consists of five sections which deal

with the following major topics: (1) program operation, T2) the role of the

ORR regional office, (3) developing standards and improving programs, (4)

recommended monitoring system, and (5) successful programs for Southeast Asian

refugees. The survey questionnaire is provided in Appendix A.

The State Coordinator's questionnaire consists of seven sections which

deal with the following major topics: (1) program description, (2) state

policy - student participation, (3) state policy--applications and allocations

(4) state policy -- monitoring and evaluation, (5) state policy--standards,

(6) linkage among English language training and other refugee services, and

(7) successful programs for English language training of Southeast Asian

refugees. The survey questionnaire is provided in Appendix B.

The Local Service provider's questionnaire was by far the most extensive,

covering ten topic areas:" (1) characteristics of the institution, (2) costs

of refugee English language training, (3) characteristics of the refugee

student, (4) program staff .characteristics, (5) characteristics of the

instructional program, (6) the nature of student departure from the program,

(7) assessment of student placement and progress, (8) linkage among English

language training and other refugee services, (9) developing standards and

improving programs, and (10) successful programs for Southeast Asian

refugees. The survey questionnaire is provided in Appendix C.
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APPENDIX F

TABLES COMPARING RESULTS FOR TEE IS STATES WITH TEE
LARGEST REFUGEE POPULATIONS TO RESULTS FORAM PROGRAMS

P -1 Local Service Providers' Criteria for Refugees' Admission into
English Language Training

F-2 Local Service Providers' Training and Experience Requirements for
F411-time Teachers

F-3 Local Service Providers' Training and Experience Requ,rements for
Part-Tiwe Teachers

F-4 Median Percentage-and Amount of Funds Received from ORR by Refugee
English Language Training Programs

F-5 Median Cost Per Student Instructional sour for Refugee English
Language Training, by Year

F-6 Sex of Adult Refugee Students by Year for the 15 States with the
largest Refugee Population and the Nation as a Whole

F-7 Age Distribution of Adult Refugee Students for Programs in the 15
States with the Largest Refugee Populations and for the Nation As a
Whole

F-8 Distribution of Adult Refugee Students' Formal Education in Country
of Origin for the 15 States with the Largest Populations and for
the Nation 1 a Whole

F-9 Distribution of Adult Refugee Students' Formal Education in Country
of Crigin, by Year

F-10 Literacy of Adult Refugee Students in FY 81 and FY 82 for Programs
in the 15 States with the Largest Refugee Populations and the
Nation As a Whole

E-I1 Adult Refugee Students' Length of Residence in the United States
for Programs in the 15 States with the Largest Refugee Populations
and All Programs in the Nation, by Yea,

F-I2 employment Status of Adult Refugee Students, By Year
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Table P-1

LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS' CRITERIA FOR REFUGEES' ADMISSION
INTO ENGLISH LANGUAGE TRAINING

(n s 110)

Criterion

Programs in 15 States With

Percent of Programs* Largest Refugee Populations

No Priority 44.4 22.7

New arrivals 32.7 42.5

Read of household 28.7 40.1

Employment status 26.5 33.7

Eligibility for 25.1 34.3

public assistance

*Percentages do not add to 100 since programs may use several ad scions

priorities.

112
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Table P-2

LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS' TRAINING AND EXPERZEICE
REQUIREMENTS MR PULL-TIME TEACHERS

Requirement Area

Percentage of all
Local Service Providers

Percentage of Local
Service Providers in

15 States with
xargest Refugee

Population.
130)

A.A. degree 0.0 1.5
B.A. degree 38.8 41.5
Teaching certificate 22.8 20.8
M.A. degree 7.3 8.5
ESL certificate 3.4 4.6
Other specialization or
endorsement 4.3 4.6

One-year relevant
experience 11.2 13.8

Two-three years relevant
experience 9.5 13.1

Pour or more years
relevant experience 1.3 1.5

Table P-3

LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS' TRAINING AND EXPERIENCE
REQUIREMENTS FOR PART-TIME TEACHERS

Percentage of Local
Service Providers in

MmArement Area

Percertage of all
Local Service Providers

(n232)

15 States with
Largest Refugee
Population
in = 130)

A.A. degree 3.4 3.8

B.A. degree 47.0 57.7
Teaching certificate 24.6 25.4
M.A. degree 1.3 1.5

ESL certificate 4.3 4.6

Other specialization or
endorsement 4.3 4.6

One-year relevant
experience 19.4 24.6

Two-three years relevant
experience 7.6 1.3

Pour or more years
relevant expel:lance 1.3 2.3
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programs in 15
States with Largest

All Progress Refugee Population
(n=107)

Median percent of refugee
English language training
prograa funds from ORR 70% 67%

Median amount of ORR funds
$45,621 $60,000per program

Table F-5

MEDIAN COST PER STUDENT INSTRUCTIONAL HOloiR FOR REFUGEE
ENGLISH LANGUAGE TRAINING, /YEAR

(n = 144)

All programs

Table F-6

FY 1981

$2.00

FY 1982

$2.31

SEX OP ADULT REFUGEE STUDENTS BY YEAR FOR THE
15 STATES WITH THE LARGEST REFUGEE POPULATION (n = 96)

AND T NATION AS A WHOLE (n = 169)

FY 81 FY 82

Percent
Male

Percent
Female

Fervent
Male

Percent
Female

15 States with
Largest Refugee
Populations 53 42 59 41

All States 58 42 58 42
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Table F-7

AGE DISTRIBUTION OF ADULT REFUGEE STUDENTS FOR PROGRAMS
IN THE IS STATZS WITH T LARGEST REFUGEE POPULATIONS In m 76)

lie

AIMAPOR THE NATION AS A MOLE (n

25-34

104)

3S-44 4S+

1

24

FY 81

26

27

32

31

39

38

39

39

23

'24

\18

19

12

(

11

11

11

15 States with
the Largest
Refugee
Populations

All States

FY 82

15 States with
the Larsen
Refugee
Populations

All States
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Table F-8

DISTRIBUTION OF ADULT REFUGEE STUDENTS' FORKAL EDUCATION IN
CIUNTRY OF ORIGIN FOR TEE 15 STATES WITH AM LARGEST POPULATIONS

to 71) AND FOR TEE NATION AS A =LE (n in 124)

""

V
ifa

tis C
ifor to lot 0qv Aif if 446 c1, 1

71 81 impacted
States 32.1 12.1 11.2 19.1 19.8 2.6 0.3 0.3 2.3

All
States 32.9 11.4 11.3 19.8 18.8 2.4 0.6 0.5 2.3

FY 82 Impacted
States 36.3 15.6 24.6 17.4 11.4 1.0 0.1 0.6 0.3 2.5

All
States 36.4 13.2 15.6 18.8 10.5 0.8 0.6 0.6 0.4 3.4

Lass than 0.1 percent

a
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Table F-9

DISTRIBUTION OF ADULT REFUGEE STUDER:SE FORMAL EDUCATION IN COUNTRY
OF ORIGIN, BY YEAR

(n 124)

Percentage of Students Having Different
Umber of Years of Formal EducatiOn

None 1-3 4-6 7-12 13+

FY 81 15 States 23.7 19.5 27.2 25.8 3.8
All States 22.3 19.0 28.2 26.0 4.5

FY 82 15 States 16.2 21.1 / 28.2 31.2 3.2
All States 15.2 19.6 29.5 31.5 4.2

Table .F-10

LITERACY OF ADULT REFUGEE STUDENTS IN FY 81 AND FY 82 '

FOR PROGRAMS IN THE 15 STATES WITH T LARGEST REFUGEE POPULATIONS
(n s 92) AND FOR THE NATION AS. A WHOLE

(n a 159)

Percent Literate in Some Language

15 States with the Largest
Refugee Populations

All States

FY 81 FY 82

76.3 80.4

75.5 81.2
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Table F-11

ADULT REFUGEE STUDENTS' LENGTH OF RESIDENCE IN THE UNITED STATES FOR

PROGRAMS IN THE 15 STATES WITH THE LARGEST REFUGEE POPULATIONS (n = 70)
AND FOR ALL PROGRAMS IN THE NATION, BY YEAR

(n = 125)

Percentage of Students Residing in the U.S. for

0-6 7-12

Various NUmbers of Months

13-18 19-24 25-30 31-36 36+

FY 15 States 30.7 21.1 18.4 12.7 4.9 2.9 2.3

81 All States 32.7 28.2 17.9 11.4 4.7 2.7 2.3

FY 15 States 27.8 24.9 15.0 20.8 6.2 2.9 2.4

82 All States 30.5 27.1 15.1 16.6 5.3 2.7 2.6

Table F -12

EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF ADULT REFUGEE STUDENTS, BY YEAR
(n = 125)

libiployed Unemployed

Year/EMployment Status Full Time Part-Time

FY 81 It States 9.5 7.3 83.2

All States 11.5 9.8 78.7

FY 82 15 States 11.8 13.5 74.7

All States 15.5 14.4 70.0
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